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Most Respectfully Dedicated 

To 

(Late) Mm. Dr. B.N.K. Sharma, 

an embodiment of Dvaita Vedanta, whose 
encouragement and whose writings are a 
source of inspiration for me. 



FOREWORD 

I have great pleasure in welcoming the publication of Ph.D. thesis of 
Dr. R.K. Katti, under the heading ‘BRAHMAN, THE SUPREME BEING, 
IN BRAHMASUTRAS'. The author says that it is an objective study of 
Urahmasutras or Vedantasutras and the word Vedanta means the es¬ 
sence of all scriptures like Mantras, Brahmanas, Aranyakas and Upani- 
shads - of course Upanishads form the final portions of Veda - and 
hence Vedanta should not be confined to mere Upanishads as advo¬ 
cated by traditional scholars like Shankaracharya and modern scholars 
like Prof. S. Radhakrishnan and others. He has presented an objective 
study of these Sutras referring to the three great Acharyas’ commentar¬ 
ies and subcommentaries of their great desciples like Jayatirtha, Vyasa- 
tirtha and Raghavendratirtha. But his main thrust is to find out the real 
import of the Sutras in the light of syntax, grammar and semantics of the 
very wording of the Sutras and their context, citing the quotations from 
Panini wherever necessary and following the Mimansa method of inter¬ 
pretation in case of some Sutras. Without any preconceived notion, and 
any bias, he has tried to judge interpretation of each commentator on the 
basis of certain unacceptable liberties taken by the latter, not warranted 
by the context of syntax and semantics of the wording of the Sutrakara 
himself. He cites the examples of liberties such as, 

(i) commentator’s disagreement with the Sutra itself, 

(ii) arbitrary treatment of some Sutras as Purvapaksha Sutras with¬ 
out any indicatory words therein, 

(iii) repeatedly coming to the same conclusion thereby rendering 
some Sutras redundant, 

(iv) adoption of secondary meaning (lakshana) of a word even when 
the primary meaning has not failed to give a coherent meaning, and 

(v) ignoring the defect of ‘split sentence’ (vakyabhedadosha). 

In support of his view, he has quoted extensively the statements of 
modem scholars like S. Radhakrishnan, S.N. Dasgupta, and V.S. Ghate 
and others, and also from various other commentaries. On the basis of 
this, he has concluded that the Madhvacharya’s interpretation of the 
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Sutras are more convincing and arc in keeping with the import of the 
Sutras. One may or may not agree with all his conclusions, but one can¬ 
not deny him the credit for his critical acumen and insightful and inde¬ 
pendent judgement which are the hallmarks of real unbiassed research 
study. He has reviewed and criticized whenever necessary the state 
ments of not only traditional scholars like Shankaracharya but also the 
extremist views and comments of modern eminent scholars like Mm. 
Dr. B.N.K. Sharma, V.S. Ghate and others. The author has presented a 
crystal clear analysis of almost every Sutra in the first two Adhyayas in 
the present book and made a comparative study of the commentaries of 
the three Acharyas, citing his own view with reasons. He has based 
them mainly on the commentaries viz. Raghavendratirtha’s ‘Tantra- 
dipika’ and Vyasatirtha’s Tatparyachandrika’, which arc the commen¬ 
taries on Brahmasutras following Madhvacharya’s interpretation. 

Such research studies, based on this neglected dimension of philo¬ 
sophical thought as embedded in the entire Vedic literature, Itihasa and 
Puranas and Agamas, not confining only to the Upanishads, are to be 
welcomed as rightly pointed out by Prof. S.N. Dasgupta. They add to 
the contents of realistic philosophy in the Indian philosophical literature 
in contrast to the dominating view of entire universe as a mere phenom¬ 
enal show or world of shadows as advocated in abstract monism as per 
S. Radhakrishnan’s observations quoted by the author on page 566. 

The present book is thus an important addition to the vast philo¬ 
sophical literature in India. It is a very useful study particularly for re¬ 
search students and all others who are interested in the subject and 1 
hope that it will be welcomed by all. 

I congratulate Dr. R.K. Katti for his contribution in this regard and 
look forward to many more works from his facile pen. 

301, Mantri Smrithi, R. N. Aralikatti 

Chittaranjan Road, (Vidyavandhi, Darshanakalanidhi, 

Vile Parle (East). Mahamahopadhyaya, Retd. Prof. Rashtriya 

Mumbai - 400 057 Sanskrit Vidyapeetha.Tirupati, Recepient of 

Award from the President of India, Govt, of 
Maharashtra and Govt, of Karnataka.) 



THE AUTHOR NARRATES 

While in service, though I was interested in the study of Sanskrit and 
Indian philosophy, I was driven by circumstances to pursue a career in 
‘Engineering and Management*. Nevertheless 1 used to attend regularly 
the evening classes conducted by Swamy Satswarupanand Saraswati, an 
ascetic belonging to the Advaita School, who taught us scriptures like 
Bhagavadgita, the Upanishads and the Brahmasutras. I also used to go to 
Prof. P.N. Virkar twice a week and he taught me Sanskrit and gave the fust 
lessons in Brahmasutras. When I was free from my family obligations, I 
decided to retire from business and to utilize my available time for the 
study of Sanskrit and Indian Philosophy. So 1 joined the University of Pune 
in 1996, at the age of 62, as a regular student in M.A. (Sanskrit) class 
along with boys and girls in the age-group of 20-22. My special subject 
chosen was grammar. 1 passed the M.A. (Sanskrit) Examination in First 
Class, in 1998. However, it took me two years to decide on the topic of 
study for the Ph.D. degree, and 1 registered as a candidate for the Ph.D. 
degree of the University of Pune, in the year 2000. 

The topic studied and presented by me in the dissertation for the 
Ph.D. degree is The Concept of Brahman, The Supreme Being, in Brah 
masutras*. It is well-known that in India, religion and culture are greatly 
influenced by the world's oldest literature called Vedas, which came 
down orally through many generations. The Vedic thoughts have sur¬ 
vived the ideological and political onslaughts for over three millennia. 
However at a stage in the history of Indian culture, the Vedic thoughts 
and their ancillary didactic material grew to an unwieldy volume and 
generated conflicts of views among the learned. The common people 
were contused. It was necessary to review that mass of compositions 
and to systematize the teachings of scriptures. This task was undertaken 
by Badarayana Vyasa. Not only did he collect, collate and arrange the 
Vedas and the Puranas in the present form, but also pronounced his 
conclusions on what exactly is the essential teaching of the Vedas, in the 
form of aphorisms (Sutras) in his masterpiece known variously as Brah- 
masutra, Vedantasutra, Brahmamimamsa and Uttar am imams a. 

This work is universally recognised as the manual of Vedanta. How¬ 
ever, even these Sutras have been interpreted differently by different com¬ 
mentators and divergent doctrines are advocated. It is reported that there 
are twentynine such commentaries, though only eleven are available, and 
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each one of the commentators claims that the Brahmasutras advocate his 
own doctrine. A Sutra is said to be a concise, unambiguous and meaning¬ 
ful statement and Brahmasutras are specially composed to set aside con¬ 
flicts and to reconcile the purport of Vedic thoughts. So the problem be¬ 
fore me was how these Sutras could yield views consistent with divergent 
and mutually conflicting doctrines as claimed by various commentators. 

In order to have a cross-sectional view of this panorama, I chose to 
study the commentaries of Shankaracharya, Ramanujacharya and Mad- 
hvacharya, who represent the three principal traditions m vogue. Con¬ 
sidering these three divergent commentaries, my endeavour was to 
make an objective study of these Sutras depending on the syantax, se¬ 
mantics and grammar of the words used therein and following the cus¬ 
tomary practice of deciphering the Sutras. The attempt was to know 
what the Sutrakara intended to tell through these Sutras. Since the first 
two Adhyayas of Brahmasutras covered the topic chosen for study, those 
two Adhyayas only were looked into in this dissertation. 

With this plan of study, I started reading the commentaries of the 
three Acharyas, the sub commentaries and glosses on them, their trans¬ 
lations etc., in Sanskrit, English, Marathi and Kannada. The task was 
frightening. 1 felt as though 1 was trying to lift an elephant or was trying 
to bite far more than I could chew. At one stage, I even thought of aban¬ 
doning the study. But, it is human nature that when a person feels cor¬ 
nered and helpless, he desperately seeks some divine help, howsoever 
rational he may be. I was no exception. So I went on a pilgrimage to 
Badrinath. About three kilometres from Badrinath, on the north-west, 
there is a village called Mana, on the bank of river Saraswati. It is the 
last Indian village on that segment of Indo-Tibctan border. On the hill 
behind that village, there is a cave, and tradition believes that Badaraya- 
na Vyasa composed his works here. So having a darshana of Lord 
Narayana, in Badrinath, I walked up to this cave and Literally prostrated 
before the lifesize idol of Badarayana Vyasa in that cave. I prayed for 
his blessings so that I could understand the import of his Sutras. How¬ 
ever even after a random reading for three years, I could not put down 
a single word on paper. But one day while going through some book, by 
chance I saw some extracts quoted from Tantradipika, a rare marvellous 
commentary on Brahmasutras by Raghavendratirtha. 1 saw a ray of hope 
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in them and felt that I could succeed in my endeavour with the help of 
this work. Tradition believes that Raghavendratirtha’s soul still dwells in 
his Vrindavana and he fulfills the mundane desires of his devotees. That 
is why people belonging to different caste, creed and status throng his 
Vrindavana at Mantralayam round the year. I used to offer him my rev¬ 
erence and obeisance as the common people of my community did. But 
I did not even think of praying him for help in this matter. I had never 
tried to read any of his books. Surprisingly enough, he came to my help 
without asking. Once I got his book, I started writing my thesis. 

When I completed my analysis of Sutras in the first chapter (Pada) of 
the first Adhyaya in 2004, 1 was not yet sure as to whether I was on the 
right track. So I went to Mumbai and met Mm. Dr. B.N.K. Sharma, a re¬ 
nowned scholar in the subject of my study. Even at the age of 95, he went 
through each word of that portion. He spontaneously shook my hands, 
patted me on the back and candidly expressed his happiness about my 
objective approach to the subject. That raised my spirits and I felt confi¬ 
dent of completing the thesis. He was active till 1 analysed the first two 
Padas and he read and approved the second Pada also. When 1 took the 
third Pada to show him in 2005, he was in the hospital. When I went to 
see him in the l.C.U. of the hospital, even in that condition he enquired 
about the progress of my work, and heartily blessed me to succeed. I can 
not forget his encouragement in the early stage of this study. 

I could not complete my thesis within six years, normally allowed, 
and 1 got it extended by two years because more than the degree a 
proper study and presentation was important for me. With this long 
struggle, when 1 submitted my thesis to the University in 2008, 1 was 
overjoyed and 1 exclaimed to myself ‘Yes, 1 have done it!’ This dis¬ 
sertation was accepted and the Ph.D, degree was awarded to me by the 
University of Pune in 2009. 

This objective work is the result of a conscious and focussed effort, 
meant for the modem intelligentsia who consider themselves as ratio - 
nals and not blind believers in any doctrine. I feel that this work on 
which I have striven for more than eight years, should reach the inter¬ 
ested readers in India and abroad. An abridged version of this thesis 
was published in Mm. Dr. B.N.K. Sharma’s Birth Centenary Commemo- 
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ration Volume in 2009. It has been received well and many letters of 
appreciation have been received. 

I fall short of words to express my sense of gratitude to Late Mm. Dr. 
B.N.K. Sharma, whose appreciation, encouragement and writings were 
a source of inspiration for me in completing this work. I am thankful to 
Dr. Saroja Bhate, former Head of the Department of Sanskrit and Prakrit, 
University of Pune, who guided me through this arduous journey. I am 
extremely grateful to Swamy Satswarupanand Saraswati, Pune for initi 
ating me into the study of Bhagavadgita, the Upanishads and the Brah- 
masutras. I am also thankful to Late Prof. P.N. Virkar for teaching the 
first lessons in Sanskrit language and in Brahmasutras. 1 am indebted to 
Shri. D. Prahladacharya, former Vice Chancellor of Rashtriya Sanskrit 
University at Tirupati, who went through the entire thesis and appreci¬ 
ated. I express my gratefulness to Dr. K.B. Archak, Head of P.G. Dept, 
of Sanskrit, Karnatak University, Dharwad, and to some traditional 
scholars in this subject, namely Dr. Devadatta Patil of Pune, Pt. Krish- 
nacharya Pacchapur of Satyadhyana Vidyapeetha at Mulund, Mumbai 
and Pt. Ramacharya Avadhani of Gulbarga, who spared their time to go 
through my analysis of Sutras and to discuss some topics. 1 thank the 
University of Pune for permitting me to publish this dissertation. 

It is my pleasant duty to express my grateful thanks to Shri Satyatma 
Tirtha Swamiji, head of Shri Uttaradi Matha, for his blessings to this pub¬ 
lication. I am much obliged to Mm. Dr. R.N. Aralikatti for his considered 
foreword and to Prof. K. T. Pandurangi for his opinion about this book. 

1 am highly indebted to Dr. Vyasanakere Prabhanjanacharya for un¬ 
dertaking to publish this work. I thank Shri Kiran Shetty of Navin Print¬ 
ers Mumbai for the neat layout of the book. I also thank M/s.Vagartha, 
for printing the book in a short time. 

Some of my friends in Pune enthusiastically contributed towards the 
cost of this publication, and preferred not to be mentioned here by name. 
Their voluntary participation in my endeavour is a huge encouragement 
for me. I express my most hearty thanks to all of them for their support. 


A4/1, Aayakar Society, 
Paud Road, Pune - 411 038. 


Dr. Raghavendra Katti 



PUBLISHER’S NOTE 


We have great pleasure in publishing this book, ‘Bramhan, the Su¬ 
preme Being, in Bramhasutras’. This is an innovative work by the learned 
professor, establishing the real purport of the Bramhasutras, with the help 
of Panini sutras and Jaimini purvamlmamsa maxims. He has concluded 
that the Sri Madhvacarya’s interpretation of the Bramhasutras are more 
convincing. 

Sri Madhvacarya ( 1 1200-1280 A.D.) is the most erudite philosopher 
the world has ever seen. He commanded complete knowledge of all the 
£astras, languages, sciences and the arts. Apart from the Vedas and the 
Upanisads, he was well versed with the quintessence of epics like the 
Ramayana, Mahabharata and Srlmad-Bhagavata and also the other Indian 
scriptures in accordance with the original texts. That is why he is aptly 
referred to as Purnaprajna, the allknower. He has written 37 books which 
have distilled knowledge of the absolute truth for the benefit of mankind. 
These works are collectively known as ‘Sarvamula Granthas’, which can 
be referred to in English as ‘Comprehensive Text of Fundamental Max¬ 
ims’. Another distinguishing aspect of Sri Madhvacarya is that he was en¬ 
dowed with all the essential thirty two physical characteristics of excel¬ 
lence defined in the sastras that would entitle him to be revered as 
‘Jagadguru’ or ‘ViSvaguru’ (Universal Teacher). He was the master of all 
branches of knowledge, in the truest sense. 

Sri Madhvacarya’s life is a fascinating picture of a perdurable philo¬ 
sophical peer that would appeal to all - young and old alike. He possessed 
excellent knowledge of music and also other forms of art. 

His philosophical and literary works are sharp, short, succinct, sweet 
and precise to the point, with profound import and impact. He has not 
wasted words. Their meaning and implications are erudite, educative and 
enthralling. Many commentaries, criticism, explanations and queries on 
the Sarvamula Granthas keep on appearing from time to time even as eight 
centuries have elapsed after they were written, which vouch for the versa- 

1. Our publication, ‘Life and works of Sri Madhvacarya’ by Dr. Vyasanakcre 
Prabhanjanacharya, M.A. P.hd., D.Lit.(pub.2011,2nd edn.2012) gives a 
detailed biographical account of £rl Madhvacarya, 
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tility of Sri Madhvacarya’s doctrines. His works encompass many facets 
of life that are yet to be properly explored, evaluated and explained. Sri 
Madhvacarya’s life story reads like a series of marvelous events. In physi¬ 
cal terms, he was perhaps the strongest person who ever lived in Kali age. 
He was the embodiment of everything that is good, great, grand and grace¬ 
ful. The mankind is fortunate to have had him as a beacon to look forward 
to for leading a virtuous and blissful life. He was like a ‘Chintamani’, a 
crystal that grants anything one would wish for. 

Sri Madhvacarya’s legacy has enriched the culture, social mosaic, 
literature and philosophy of life in the context of the modem day life 
style. In particular, Haridasa literature - thousands of hymns that have 
been composed by several saintly disciples of Sri Madhvacarya - has 
been influenced to a great extent by his teachings and made enormous 
contribution to the overall betterment of society. What is of great sig¬ 
nificance is that during the last eight centuries, Sri MadhvSc£rya’s con¬ 
tribution for the upliftment of society has been primordial. This great 
son of Karnataka has bequeathed enduring philosophical doctrines in his 
monumental works. It is unfortunate that this has not received proper 
recognition in the present literary circles. Vaisnava philosophy or Dvaita 
philosophy propounded by Sri Madhvacarya is the most authoritative 
doctrine that assures complete upliftment of man. It is the ‘kalpavrksa’ 
(a holy tree that grants one's wish) or a ‘kamadhenu’ (the divine cow 
that also grants one’s wish). There is no doubt that understanding and 
following his teachings would ensure one’s success in life. After 
Vedavyasa, Sri Madhvacarya’ s personality comes closest to an outstand¬ 
ing and perfect preacher. That is why he is aptly referred to as ’Abhi- 
nava Vedavyasa’ (protege of Vedavyasa). 

Sumadhvavijaya of Sri Narayanapantjitacarya, Sampradayapaddhati 
of Sri HrsIkesaOrtha and other such works give fairly exhaustive informa¬ 
tion regarding life, works, disciples and teachings of Acarya Madhva. 

Sri Padmanabhatlrlha, one of his direct disciples, was one of the 
outstanding scholars of his time. Sri Naraharitirtha, another direct dis¬ 
ciple, even as an ascetic ruled the kingdom of Orissa lor over 1 2 years 1 . 
Jayasimha, the king of Kasaragod, was one of his staunch followers. 

1. Vide Sri Kurmam Inscription-Epigraphica Indica Vol. VI No. 25 
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Sri Jayatirtha (1365-1388), the celebrated Tikakara of his works, $ri 
Vyasatlrtha of the Vyasatraya-fame, &ri Vadirajatlrtha(Yuktiniallika), 
Sri Raghavendratlrtha(Parimala) are some of the prominent exponents 
of his philosophy. 

Sri Madhva’s works include commentaries on the Brahma-sutras, 
Bhagavadglta, Upanisads, Rgveda and Bhagavatamahapurana. His 
Mahabharatatatparyanirnaya, having 5108 verses, is an unparalleled 
work in the history of the post puranic literature. Tantrasara-sangraha, 
Kr§namrtamaharnava, Sadacarasmrti, Yatipranavakalpa are some of his 
other works dealing with spiritual conduct and rituals. Dvadasastotra and 
Nakhastuti (as also Kandukastuti) are the stotras composed by him. 

As evident from his works, the biographies and other sources of 
information available on him, Sri Madhva was a multi-faceted, unique 
personality. He was a scholar, a philosopher, a poet, a vedic seer, a 
teacher, a preacher, an orator, a prolific writer, a researcher, a deba- 
tor, a mystic, a saint, a linguist, an ascetic, a muscian, an archealogist, a 
logician, a geologist all rolled in one. He excelled in each of these fields. 
He was also an able administrator, super organiser and social reformer 
of the highest order. He was the perfect example of an all-rounder in 
the truest sense of the term. His physique was so perfect that experts 
in SamudrikaSastra could notice all the thirty two characteristics of an 
ideal personality in it. A huge rock weighing over 50 tonnes lifted by him 
and placed across the river Bhadra stands as an evidence of his unparal¬ 
leled physical 1 might. The honourific ‘AbhinavaVedavyasa* describes 
him most appropriately. 

His works are marked by the simplicity of style, precision of thought, 
brevity of expression, unambiguity of presentation and clarity in narra 
tion. Profuse quotations from the ancient works is another salient fea¬ 
ture of his works. 

Works of 6rl Madhvacarya 

1. Brahmasutrabhasyam 2. Anubhasyarii 

3. Anuvyakhyanarii 4. Nyayavivaranarti 


1. Vide the Epigraphica Karnatica. Vol. VI. P. 27, Chickmagalur Ins. No.81. 



XIV 


Bramhan in Bramhasutras 


5. Gltabhasyam 
7. Rgbhasyam 

9. Bhagavatatatparyanirnayah 
11. Talavakaropanisadbhasyam, 
13. $atpra$nopanisadbhasyaih, 

15. Mandukopanisadbhasyam, 

17. Mahaitareyopanisadbhasyam, 
19. Brhadaranyakopanisadbhasyam 
21. Tattvavivekah, 

23. Visputattvavinirnayah 
25. Kathalaksanam, 

27. Mayavadakhandanam, 

29. Karmanirnayah 
31. Tantrasarasangrahah 
33. Nakhastutih 
35. Jayantlnirnayah 

37. Yatipranavakalpah 


6. Gitatatparyanirnayah 
8. Mahabharatatatparyanirnayah 
10. I&avasyopanisadbhasyam, 

12. Kathakopanisadbhasyarh, 

14. Atharvanopanisadbhasyam, 
16. Taittiriyopanisadbhasyam, 

18. Chandogyopanisadbhasyam, 
20. Tattvasartkhyanarii, 

22. Tattvodyotah, 

24. Pramanalaksanam, 

26. Upadhikhandamun, 

28. Mithyatvanumanakhandanarn, 

30. Yamakabharatam 

32. DvadaSastotraiti 

34. Sadacarasm^tih 

36. Kjsnainrtamaharnavah 

38. Sri Krsnapadyaih 


! Supremecy of Lord Sri Hari, is the most important doctrine of phi¬ 
losophy of Sri Madhva. Reality of Universe, absolute five fold differ¬ 
ence, gradation among souls, mukti as the total experience of inherent 
bliss of individual souls, Bhakti as the prime means of attaining mukti 
are some of his other doctrines. Perception, inference and testimony are 
the three means of knowledge. All scriptures, without any exception, in 
primary sense, proclaim the glory of Lord £ri Hari, is another important 
doctrine taught by Sri Madhva. 


The Brahmasutras, also known as BrahmamlmamsaSastram, along 
with the Upanisads and Bhagavadglta, constitute the Prasthanatraya of 
the Vedanta School of Indian Philosophy. Brahmamlmamsa is consid¬ 
ered as the Supreme testimony(SarvottamaSastra). 
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Rgveda, Yajurveda, Samaveda, Atharvanaveda, Mahabharata, Mula- 
ramayana and Pancaratra are the seven sacred testaments (Sadagamas); 
of these, the first four are the Vedas (Apauruseya) and the last three 
arc Itihasas. The other scriptures like Puranas, Smrtis that are in con¬ 
formity with the above seven are also called Sadagamas, of these, the 
Mahabharata enjoys the highest place. It is regarded as the fifth Veda 
(Bharatam Paficamo Vedah) and Karsnaveda (Veda composed by 
Vasisthakrsna Sri Vedavyasa). 

Of the three Itihasas, Mularamayana of 100 Crores of Slokas is the 
work of Lord Hayagrlva; Pancaratra, which is also a work of 100 crores 
of slokas is that of Lord Narayana and the Mahabharata, a work of one 
lakh of slokas is also the work of Lord Vedavyasa; all the three authors 
are the direct incarnations of Lord Mahavisnu. 

Sastra is divided into two groups viz., Nirneya (Nirnetavya) and 
Nirnayaka (Nirnita). All the works mentioned above come under the 
Nirneya group; Nirnayaka&astra also known as Mlmamsa is three¬ 
fold 1 viz., Brahmamimamsa, Daivlmimamsa and Karmamlmamsa. 
The Brahmasutras of Badarayana constitute the Brahmamimamsa. 
Daivlmimamsa is the work of Paila and Sesa (excepting the first and 
last aphorisms composed by Badarayana himself); Dharmasutras of sage 
Jaimini constitute the Karmamlmamsa. 

The word ‘Brahman’ means the Vedas and the Parabrahman. Hence 
the term Brahmasutra in a sense means the work which interpreting the 
sacred literature in general and Vedic literature in particular, so as to 
bring out the exact nature of the Brahman, the Supreme reality. It is also 
called as 2 Vedantasutra, SarirakasGtra, Yuktisutra, Vyasasutra and 
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SatyaV It is popularly referred to as Uttaramimamsa in the history of 
Indian Philosophy. 

As shown by Sri Madhvacarya, the word Brahman primarily refers 
to Lord Visnu. Hence the Brahmasutra be called as Visnusutras also. The 
words Brahman, Parabrahman, Paramabrahman and Paramamahadbrah 
man mean all souls in general, the liberated souls, Goddess Mahalaksmi 
and Lord Mahavisnu, respectively Hence, in the light of this interpre¬ 
tation, Brahmasutras can also be understood as BrahmasGtras (as they 
deal with the nature of souls in sutra like ‘Karta Sastrarthavatvaf etc.) 
Parabrahmasutras (as they deal with the process of liberation and the na¬ 
ture of liberated souls in the fourth chapter). Paramabrahmasutras (as they 
establish the Aksarapurusatva, Nityamuktatva, Sam&natva of Goddess 
Mahalaksmi; Paramamahadbrahma-sutras as they propound essentially 
the supremacy of Lord Mahavisnu throughout. 

Sri Madhva, unlike the other commentators has furnished all 
the important details regarding the sutras, in the introductory por¬ 
tion of his Bhasya, Anuvyakhyana and also in the 10th chapter of the 
Mahabharatatatparyanirnaya. 

The Brahmasutras were composed at the fag end of the Dwapara-age, 
when the correct knowledge was totally clouded by the wrong knowledge 
for various reasons; Lord Mahavisnu himself manifested as Vedavyasa.He 
composed the Brahmasutras, Mahabharata and the eighteen Mahapuranas. 
He is also referred to as Dvaipayana, Krsna Dvaipayana, Vasistha Krsna, 
Badarayana, Paraiarya and VasavTsunu or Satyavateya . 

The Brahmasutras are considered as the supreme text of the en¬ 
tire sacred literature; It is Paravidya, the scripture par excellance. Its 

Nirnayakatva, Anugrahakatva, Upakaranatva* and Bahvarthagarbhitatva 

' 4 

have contributed to its supremacy . 

2. jf^TT: I 

'RTT IF TOT II ^gfrT: 

3. I 
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It is superior to the Karmamimamsa of Jaimini, 1 as it enjoys all 
the three important factors viz., Vaktranukulya, Srotranukulya and 
Prasanganukulya, necessary for trustworthiness (validity) to the fullest 
extent 2 . Hence, It is the sutra in the truest sense. 

The fact that no thinker without a Bhasya on the Brahmasutras to his 
credit would be recognised as a founder of the Vedanta system, firmly 
establishes the absolute primacy of the Brahmasutras. Though Sankara 
and Ramanuja have no Bhasyas to their credit on the Vedas, they are rec¬ 
ognised as the founders of new schools of vedanta since they have written 
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Bhasyas for Brahmasutras; it is very interesting to note that Ramanuja has 
not left even a single commentary on any Upanisad; Sri Madhva is the only 
spiritual teacher of the philosophical screen who has written commentar¬ 
ies on the Vedas, Upanisads, Bhagavadglta, Brahmasutras, Mahabharata 
and Bhagavata, Hence he is aptly called Pumaprajna. 

Sri Madhva has given the essence of the Brahmasutras in a very 
compact manner in his Mahabharatatatparyanirnaya, as follows: 



: i 


fm*1*-*i ^ <PTT II 


-H.'OT.ilT.ft. («-VV, VV) 


There were as many as twenty one Bhasyas on Brahmasutras, be¬ 
fore Sri Madhva. Srlkantha (Srlkanthabhasya), Sripati (Srikarabhasya), 
Nimbarka, Vallabha (Anubhasya) and Baladeva (Govind abbacy a) are the 
post-Madhva commentaries on Brahmasutras. 

Sri Madhva is the only commentator 1 who has written as many as four 
works ontheBrahmasutras. They are Brahmasutrabhasya, a sutra-wise com¬ 
mentary (2000 granthas), Anuvyakhyana, a supplementary commentary 
to his Bhasya in more than 2000 verses, Sannyayavivrti or Nyayavivarana, 
a commentary on the Nyayamala portion of his anuvyakhyana (420) 
and Anubhasya, a metrical epitome of his Brahmasutrabhasya, in 32 
anustup verses. Of these, Brahmasutrabhasya is a sutrawise commentary. 
Anuvyakhyana is a mctricial substantiation of his Brahmasutrabhasya, 
Nyayavivarana is a summary of the major arguments of Purvapaksa and 
Siddhanta under each adhikarana and Anubhasya is a metrical epitome of 
his Brahmasutrabhasya in 32 anustubh verses. 


His Anuvyakhyana is the only metrical commentary written directly 
on the Brahmasutras; In fact, no other Sutra enjoys such a metrical com¬ 
mentary. 


1. Sankaracarya has written only Bhaiya on the sutras ; Ramanujacarya 
has written two works viz. &ribha£ya and Vedantadlpa. 
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Most of the modem scholars, while reviewing the Sri Madhva’s view 
on the sutras have taken into account only his BhSsya, thereby missing 
lot of his reflections appearing in his other works. 

To understand Sri Madhva’s view on the Bramhasutras, Nyayasudha 
of Sri Jayatirtha and Tatparyacandrika of Sri Vyasarirtha are indespen- 
sible. Tantradipika and Nyayamuktavali of Sri Raghavendratirtha are 
compendiums on Bramhasutras, according to Dwaita interpretation. 
Yuktimallika of Sri Vadirajatirtha is another fantastic work in 5320 
verses elaborating the Madhva dialectics on Brahmasutras. 

As rightly observed by Prof S.N. Dasgupta 1 and others, most of the mod- 

1. Thepresent volume deals withthe philosophy of theBhagavatapuriina, 
the philosophy of Sri Madhva and his followers.... But so far noth¬ 
ing has appeared about the philosophy of the great teachers of the 
Madhva school such as Jayatirtha and Vyasatlrtha. Very little is 
known about the great controversy between the eminent followers 
of the Madhva school of thought and of the followers of the Sankara 
school of Vedanta. In my opinion Jayatirtha and Vyasatlrtha pres¬ 
ent the highest dialectical skill in Indian thought. There is a gen¬ 
eral belief amongst many that monism of Safikara presents the final 
phase of Indian thought. The realistic and dualistic thought of the 
Sankhya and the yoga had undergone a compromise with monism 
both in the puranas and in the hands of the later writers. But the 
readers of the present volume who will be introduced to the phi¬ 
losophy of Jayatirtha and particularly of Vyasatlrtha will realise the 
strength and uncompromising impressiveness of the dualistic posi¬ 
tion. The logical skill and depth of acute dialectical thinking shown 
by Vyasatlrtha stands almost unrivalled in the whole field of Indian 
thought. Much more could have been written on the system of 
Madhva logic as explained in the Tarkatandava of Vyasatlrtha. In 
this great work of Vyasatlrtha has challenged almost every logical 
definition that appears in the Tattva-Cintamani of Gaiigesa, which 
forms the bed-rock of the new school of Nyaya logic. But this could 
have been properly done only in a separate work on the Madhva 
logic. Of the controversy between the monists of Sailkara school 
and the dualists of the Madhva school, most people are ignorant of 
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em scholars, both east and west are highly ignorant of the strength of Dwaita 


the Madhva side of the case, though there are many who may be 
familiar with the monistic point of view. It is hoped that the treat¬ 
ment of the philosophy of Madhva and his followers undertaken in 
the present volume will give new light to students of Indian thought 
and covered in Indian or European thought. - S.N. Dasgupta (His¬ 
tory of Indian Philosophy, Vol. 4., Preface, P. vii and viii) 

Dr. V.S. Sukthankar, a renowned modem Sanskrit scholar, who was 
the chief editor of the critical edition of Mahabharata brought out by 
the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Pune, has this to say on Sri 
Madhvacarya's contribution towards the interpretation of Mahabharata 

.I will only mention that this is no new discovery of mine, 

but that such psychological and metaphysical explanations of the 
characters and the plot of the Mahabharata are scattered in the 
ancient Indian commentaries of the epic, the best known among 
them being the Mahabharatatatparya-nirnaya of Anandatirtha, 
the great Madhvacarya, who has clearly stated in that work that 
the story of the Great Epic has been related in such a way as to 
convey also an allegorical meaning : 

evam adhyatmanistham hi Bharataih sarvamucyate / 
durvijneyam atah sarvair Bharatam tu surairapi // 

Anandatirtha explains the symbolism by giving the psychological 
concepts corresponding to many of the important characters, dif¬ 
fering partly from those given by me. 

- On the Meaning of the Mahabharata; Pub : Asiatic Society of 
Bombay, Town hall, Bombay, 1957. 

’‘Again, the tradition that the Vedic hymns are supremely spir¬ 
itual in their import was recovered by Anandatirtha, the Dvaita 
teacher known as Madhvacarya. This shows clearly that there 
was, even before Sayana, a school of Vedic interpreters hold¬ 
ing that though ritual worship was part of the Vedic religion 
and as such, the Mantras present an aspect favorable to it, yet, 
the inner meaning of the Mantras was spiritual and the highest 
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view of the Brahmasutras. 


aim and use of Veda was God knowledge and attainment of 
supreme end of life possible for man. Madhva-carya’s work is 
comparatively small in volume, the language simple, but its in¬ 
fluence among scholars modern or ancient is not commensu¬ 
rate with its importance, as can be judged from the fact that 
most modern scholars and Pandits as a class with the possible 
exception of some among his followers are unaware of the very 
existence of such a work. 

-Sri Kapali Pastry of Aurobindo Asram, Light on Vedas 

Following whole-hearted appreciation of Rgbhasya of Sri Madhva 
by Maharsi Dyvarata is note worthy : 


^ 'llqrMft* I -^ifhir^rngH II 

3tfiiyi'fl-iMR -ilfi n i ^nr fTrsr^rr^ 11 

dT^§IIHl<q^Kl ^ng^TT^nt | ^parpr TORpT Sft^Trrf II 

fyUMW' f^rffr: I vHdMM^IIA tf^ll 

The following observation Sri Kapali Sastri stand as an another evi¬ 
dence to the uniqueness of Rgbha?ya of &ri Madhva : 

^ 1 *WI r^THTTu/l=H I ^Jrf: ^ 

^5 | ^ WTif ftfilr^f 3TH^cfrf: ^TT^f: WTWK^ 

^vWf^tFtT JWTO^WTpt ^T-ft^rF# | ^rijgRFIIW+rHI 

+4M<^|t?qH *F5TT<Tr Pfafa +*[+<^4 'dlr^ftf^dUlferfa ^ ^ TFW I 

^rri ^ 

rTT^TWnRft | rental *fk I -Wife'll <iW1^4 3TRTTO 

HT^m^TqTW^f^I^ft HPT 5qn?qT 1 3CTTft ^cTTKcRT d^fiVK^dl* 

an«nrJTwn ^ ^m^n: ffa> 1 d^TtiRiRMufy^K-^ft^r ^ ^ 
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The contents and interpretation of these Bhasyakaras widely vary and 
reflect various schools of philosophy that they belong to. From the pure 
monism (Adwaita) of Sankara, to full-fledged dualism (Dwaita) ofMadhva 
is a wide spectrum of metaphysical thought. The ingenuity and resource- 


7|tTT: W. |frT ^TTWt I 


Roy Abraham Vaxghese in his book, The Wonder of the world (A 


Journey from Modern Science to the Mind of God) - Pub. Tyr Publish¬ 
ing, Fountain Hills, Arizona, 2004, considers Sri Madhvacarya as one of 


the wonders of the world. Some of his statements arc as follows : 


The three seminal Hindu thinkers were Sankaracharya, Ramanuja 
and Madhvacharya. Admittedly, Sankaracharya has had the greatest 
influence in terms of establishing monism as a dominant view. But I 
consider Madhvacharya to be the greatest thinker in his tradition be¬ 
cause of (a) his definitive and comprehensive refutation oi Sankara 
charva’s arguments and (b) his establishment of a school of thought 
that produced, among others, the two leading Hindu logicians. 

In terms of personal charisma, intellectual rigor and scholarly 
breadth and depth, Madhvacharya (c. 1238-1317) .was the most 
fascinating of the Hindu sage-philosophers and one of the greatest 
theistic thinkers of all time. More to the point, he was an intellectual 
juggernaut who single-handedly reversed the slide toward monism 
and re-established theism as a dominant force. He was also an ac¬ 
complished wrestler, mountaineer and singer ! 


Rejecting Advaita on rational and religious grounds, he systematically 
laid out the case for theism, eventually convincing even his guru. He 
visited the major intellectual centers of the day, debating monists and 

drawing attention to the theism of the Hindu scriptures.His defense 

of theism and his critique of monism were continued by numerous 
subsequent thinkers, most notably Jayatlrtha and VyasatJrtha, the two 
greatest logic and in the history of Indian thought. 

Madhvacharya and his successors have created a formidable arsenal 
of arguments against monism that have yet to be answered. 
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fulness of each Bha6yakara lies in his genius of expounding his point of 
view and claiming that his view point faithfully reflects the view of the 
writer of Brahmasutras, i.e., Badarayana. Notwithstanding the disparity 
and the differences inherent in this wide spectrum of view points, there is 
a rich contribution from all the Bhasyakaras to the art and science of Epis¬ 
temology and Germeneutics and metaphysical interpretation. 

Even amongst the limited number of publications on this subject, 
most have dealt with Sankara’s commentary to the virtual exclusion of 
other major Bhasyas and in particular of Ramanuja and Madhva. So 
much so, that for a casual reader of modern publications, Vedanta is 
synonymous with Sankara’s monism(Advaita). 

It is in this context we are happy that Dr.Katti has contributed to an 
objective research study of the Bramhasutras and has succeeded in his 
critical review to bring about not only the doctrinal differences amongst 
the major Bhasyakaras but also in underlining the profound importance 
of other Bhasyakaras such as Madhva. In doing so he has also referred 
to and brought to the attention of the readers important works of other 
scholars like JavatTrtha, Vyasatirtha and Raghavendratlrtha as \yell as 
modem scholars like V.S.Ghate, S.Radhakrishnan and B.N.K. Sharma. 

What is worth appreciating in this work is that the author has ap¬ 
proached the subject as a student and tried to see in which of three tra¬ 
ditional commentaries is the strength of dialectical logic and analytical 
appeal. We think that this publication is a valuable addition to the litera¬ 
ture on this important subject. 

1 9.02.201 3 Vyasanakere Prabhanjanacharya 

Sri Madhvanavami Founder - Director, 

Sri Vyasamadhva Samshodhana Pratishtana 

Publisher’s Note 

The readers are requested to note that the comments, remarks and 
opinions expressed by the author in this book, are according to his 
perspective and understanding of the subject. Concurrence of the 
Publishers on all the details, such as omissions and commissions, in 
the book may not be taken for granted. Some accomplished readers 
have felt that certain additions and alterations are necessary in the 
book. Their suggestions will be taken note of while publishing the 
next edition of this book. 
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INVOCATION 



Having made obeisance to Lord Narayana, the final 
resort. Who is worth inquiring into, Who is the cause 
of creation etc. of the world, Who is comprehensible 
only through a proper critical interpretation of the 
entire range of scriptures, having saluted the great 
preceptor Vedavyasa who composed these Vedanta- 
sutras, the acaryas who commented on these sutras 
and those who wrote glosses and comments (on these 
commentaries), the import of the sutras would be 
looked into. 


Chapter I 

General Introduction 

Culture in India 

It is father surprising that in various international surveys of 
human happiness index Indians rank high on ‘happiness barometer’ 
inspite of economic backwardness, inadequate education, 
inefficient governance, rampant corruption, uncontrolled terrorism 
and so on, in the country. This is attributed to their religion, 
culture and attitude towards life. It is not that there is no religion 
or philosophy in other countries. But in India philosophy is not 
for mere intellectual satisfaction. It stands interwoven with religion 
and culture. There is a maxim in Jainism, which says, “ Do not 
live to know, but know to live” 1 . There are many religions and 
sects in India. They have grown over a period of thousands of 
years and do not depend on some sermons given by any single 
divine saint. Almost all the religions and sects in India except one 
or two, depend on the basic concept of a superhuman, omnipotent 
and omniscient power called by various names like fsvara, 
Paramatman and Brahman, behind the existence and sustenance 
of this world. Those religions which ignored such a Supreme 
Being, did not survive in India for long. Hence, this development 
of a culture around a central concept of a Supreme Being, is worth 
looking into. 

Development of Indian Culture 

It is well known that in India religion and culture are greatly 
influenced by the world’s oldest literature called the Vedas. They 
started with simple devotional hymns addressed to the forces of 
nature conceived as deities. These hymns called ‘mantras’ also 
contain some seeds of philosophy. For example, some hymns 
conceive a Supreme Being Who transcends the world and is 


I OIP. p. 20. 
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immanent in il. These hymns have been handed down to us orally 
from unknown antiquity. Some western scholars guess that these 
could have come from a date 1200 to 2400 B.C. Bal Gangadhar 
Tilak holds that these came from a date 4000 B.C. 1 . This simple 
devotion then changed into a tradition of elaborate, complicated 
and costly sacrifices. The procedures of these sacrifices were 
compiled in a class of works called 'Brcllvnanas’. In course of time 
people got fed up of these sacrifices, and the public aversion gave 
birth to symbolic sacrifices, meditations and philosophic 
discussions in secluded forests as described in the works called 
‘Aranyakas'and' Upanisads’ . This vast literature consisting of the 
mantras , the Brdhmanas, the Aranyakas and the Upanisads is 
collectively known as Vedas, developed over a period of 5000 
years. The orthodox believers hold that the Vedas are superhuman 
(i apauruseya ) and that they have been directly revealed by the 
Supreme Being, and heard by the sages. Hence, the Vedas are also 
known as ‘Sruti’ i.e. ‘what is heard’. Then, there developed another 
class of scriptural texts composed by historically known sages. 
These works are called ‘Smrtis’. Under this category, there are 
some expatiatary works which try to propogale the Vedic truths 
and values to the masses. They are the Puranas, the Paiicatantras 
and the two epics Rdmdyana and Mabdbhdrata which also go by 
the name Itihdsa. By the time of about 600 B.C., the Vedic and 
other ancillary literature had grown to an unwieldy volume. There 
were mutual conflicts of views among the learned. S. 
Radhakrishnan describes- “It was an age of speculative chaos, 
full of inconsistent theologies and vague wrangling*” 2 . Thus, for 
a common man, the condition was quite confusing. The atmosphere 
was conducive to the advent of heterodox doctrines. That was the 
time when materialism ( Carvdku-darsana ), Jainism and Buddhism 
arose and caught the imagination of some people. This stimulated 
activity in the orhodox camp as well. The need of the hour was 


1 hip. i. p. io. 

2 1PR. 1. p. 353. 
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to provide the people with a comprehensive system based on the 
Vedic literature. As a result a number of systems emerged viz. 
Kapila’s Sdhkhya, Patanjali’s Yoga, Gautama’s Nydya, Kanada’s 
Vaisesika and Jaimini’s Purvamimdmsd. These orthodox 
and unorthodox schools of philosophic opinion are known as 
da rsanas. 

'File Brahmasutras 

In the case of the first four orthodox doctrines mentioned 
above, even though their authors accepted the suzerainty of Vedas, 
what they gave in their doctrines, were their own intuitive theories. 
All these theories were dry arm-chair discussions and they had 
nothing in them to touch the heart of a common man struggling 
to make both the ends meet. The fifth one broached the out-dated 
sacrificialism. Each one of these authors promised that those who 
studied and followed his doctrine would get release from the 
worldly suffering and get final beatitude ( apavarga, nihsreyas). 
Though all these doctrines were evolved with an aim of removing 
the confusion in the minds of the followers of Vedas, and providing 
them with a comprehensive system for their spiritual progress, 
they only added to their confusion. What was required was a 
stock-taking, a review. It was necessary to pronounce an 
authoritative judgement on WHAT EXACTLY IS THE ESSENCE 
OF VEDAS, i.e. VEDANTA among the apparent conflicting 
thoughts and opinions. It was also necessary to show the flaws 
in other competing doctrines, both orthodox and heretical, and to 
give a road map for spiritual development and achieving final 
deliverance ( moksa ). This task was undertaken by 
Hadarayanavyasa, also known as Vedavyasa. He gave his decisions 
on these points, in about five hundred and odd sutras, which came 
to he known as Brahmasutras orVeddntasutras. This treatise is 
called as Brahmasutra or Veddntasutra. Veddntasutra is universally 
recognized as the manual of Vedanta. It is the sixth orthodox 
darsana, called Vedcintadcirsana or UttaramTmdmsd or 
Hrahmannmdmsd. 
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Date of Brahmasiitras 

Regarding the date of Brahmasutras , “Indian scholars are of 
the opinion that the siitra was composed in the period from 500 
to 200 B.C. Frazer assigns it to 400 B.C.” 1 . Panini does not 
mention Vedavyasa anywhere, but Patanjali does refer to him. 
Moreover, Patanjali is shown as the ninth descendant in Jaimini’s 
lineage 2 3 . The dates of Panini and Patanjali are fairly agreed to as 
500 B.C. J and 150 B.C. 4 Therefore, Vedavyasa’s period could be 
between 500 to 400 B.C. 

The structure of Brahmasiitras 

There are 564 sutras in all. The figure varies from one 
commentator to another, because one may combine two sutras 
into one and another may split one siitra into two. Occasionally 
one may read an additional siitra. But such variations are rare. It 
will be mentioned, wherever variation occurs. The sutras are 
grouped into four divisions called adhydyas. Each adhydya has 
four chapters called pddas. Each pdda is subdivided into topics 
known as adhikaranas. An adhikarqna may consist of one or more 
sutras. The first adhydya is known as samanvayddhydya. It 
reconciles the different scriptural texts and demonstrates how they 
all convey the nature and attributes of the Supreme Being, Brahman, 
the source of the universe, which is the central point in all- 
philosophical enquiry. The second adhydya is called as 
avirodhadhyaya. It confirms the conclusion of the first adhydya 
by showing that it is not open to any contradiction or objection, 
either by the other established doctrines or by the apparent 
inconsistencies within the scriptural texts themselves. In the third 
adhydya , the siitrakdra discusses the ways and means, the modus 


1 IPR. II. p. 433. 

2 PCK. p. 921. 

3 PCK. p. 405. 

4 PCK. p. 383. 
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operandi , of realizing the Supreme Being, as prescribed in the 
scriptures. Hence it is known as sddhanddhyaya. The fourth 
adliyaya, known as phalddhydya, deals with the path of spiritual 
progress of an individual who has realized the Supreme Being and 
describes how he attains the status of a released soul and obtains 
unadulterated eternal bliss. 

The style of Brahmasutras 

As the name suggests Bddardyana Vydsa has rendered this 
work in the form of sutras , in keeping with the fashion in those 
times. A sutra by definition comprises few words. So the 
Brahmasutras are necessarily cryptic. Some of the modem scholars 
feel that the sutras are too laconic to be doubt free. Some remarks 
are as follows. “In the anxiety for economy of words which is 
carried to an excess the sutras are not intelligible without a 
commentary’* 1 . “In fact, they (the sutras) are more cryptic than 
the Upanisads, and it is consequently much more difficult to get 
at their meaning than at that of those old treatises. The result is 
(hat even as regards the most essential points there is ambiguity’ ’ 2 . 
Possibly the sutras are in the nature of the modem news-paper 
headlines. For example, look at these headlines: “Green card 
hlucs”\ “Government prepares for life after left’’ 4 , “yellow 
lever, blues” 5 . Unless one knows the topics they refer to, it is 
difficult to get at the meaning behind these headlines. Similarly, 
die key-words in the sutras are topic-specific. The topics referred 
(o by the sutras could be the popular ones debated in different 
scriptures in those days. So unless one is able to locate the topic, 
(lie sutra cannot be intelligible. The difficulty would aggravate 
if we start with a preconceived notion that “the Brahmasutra is 


I SRK. p. 23. 

.' UIP. p 337. 

I TOI. 22-7-07. 
•I 101 21-8-07. 
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the exposition of the philosophy of the Upanisads and “all 
schools of Vedanta claim to be based upon the Upanisads " 1 2 . If 
we look at the Brahmasutras from a narrow window of a few 
Upanisads which Sankaracarya has made us familiar with, then 
the sutras would certainly look enigmatic. The sutras appear 
to have much wider sweep. The Sutrakdra avers sdstrayonitvdl 
(BS. 1-1-3) that the Brahman can be known through sdstra 
(scriptures) only. He does not say Upanisadyonitvdt. Sdstra for 
Sankaracarya includes the four Vedas, the epics, the purdnas and 
other branches of learning, vidydsthdna 3 . That is why we need a 
commentary in order to understand the sutras , because the 
commentator would be conversant with all the branches of learning. 

Commentaries on Brahmasutras 

The Upanisads, the BhagavadgTtd and the Brahmasutras are 
known as prasthdnatraya, the triple foundation of the Vedanta. 
Therefore, there are a large number of commentaries on these, 
particularly on BhagavdgTtd and Brahmasutra. In Madhvavijaya, 
a biography of Madhvacarya, its author Narayanapanditacarya 
refers to the existence of twenty-one commentaries on Brahmasutra 
earlier to that of Madhvacarya. The names of these twenty-one 
commentators are given by the same author in his own gloss 
Bhdvaprakdsika on Madhvavijaya. They are 1. BharatTvijaya, 
2. Sarhvidananda, 3. Brahmaghosa, 4. Satananda, 5. Udvarta, 
6. Vijaya, 7. Rudrabhatta, 8. Vamana, 9. Yadavaprakasa, 
10. Ramanuja, 11. Bhartrprdpanca, 12. Dramida, 13. Brahmadatta, 
14. Bhaskara, 15. Pisaca, 16. Vrttikara, 17. Vijayabhatta, 
18. Visnukranta, 19. VadTndra, 20. Madhavadasa and 21. Sankara. 
These names are not in chronological order. Of these twenty-one 
commentaries, only three are available, namely those of 
Sankaracarya, Bhaskarabhatta and Ramanujacarya. After 


1 SRK. p. 21. 

2 OIP. p. 336. 

3 SRK. p. 242. 
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Madhvacarya also, there are a number of commentators on 
Brahmasutras. They are 1. Nimbarka, 2. SrTkantha, 3. SrTpati, 
4. Vallabha, 5. Suka, 6. Vijnana-bhiksu, and 7. Baladeva. It means 
that these twenty-nine Vedantins interpret the siltras differently 
and they have different doctrines to teach, which are all derived 
from these Brahmasutras only, according to them. 

The area of difference 

A doctrine or philosophy in general, broadly includes two 
things, 1. Ontology i.e. the metaphysics concerning the emergence 
and sustenance of the world etc. and 2. Epistemology i.e. the 
science of understanding things. The world comprising sentient 
and insentient things, is perceptible and there is no difficulty in 
understanding it. The only hypothesis to be comprehended is the 
existence of a super-sensuous entity Brahman, the Supreme Being. 
The means of understanding, agreed to by all the Vedantins, are 
I. perception, 2. inference, and 3. verbal testimony. All these 
commentators have no quarrel on certain points. They all agree 
that Brahman is the cause of the universe; that Brahman is 
all-pervading; and that in understanding super-sensuous matter 
like Brahman the final authority is the revealed truth ( sruti ) 
declared in scriptures; and reasoning is acceptable as long as it 
docs not contradict the revelation. They also agree that the goal 
of all spiritual endeavour is to get deliverance from the 
iransmigratory suffering in the world. Then where is the difference? 
In order to explain the hypothesis of a super-sensuous Supreme 
Being, any doctrine in Vedanta has to present Him with reference 
to the known sentient and insentient entities in the world. In other 
words, the doctrine has to establish a relation between individual 
soul ( JTva ), the inanimate matter ( Jagat ) and the Supreme Lord 
(Isvara ). It is here that the commentators differ, and differ widely. 

The three Principal Traditions 


In this panoramic spectrum of various views, at one extreme 
end is Sahkaracarya’s advaita or kevalddvaita. Sankaracarya holds 
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absolute identity between JTva and Brahman. At the other extreme 
end is Madhvacarya’s dvaita. Madhvacarya holds absolute 
distinction (bheda, dvaita ) between JTva, Jagat and Brahman and 
within Jivas and within the Jagat. All others try to strike a golden 
mean by reconciling identity and duality i.e. by accepting identity 
in some matters, and difference in others. S. Radhakrishnan lists 
the doctrines of all these commentators chronologically, which 
are self-indicative. They are Sankara’s nirviJesadvaita, Bhaskara’s 
and Yadavaprakasa’s bheddbheda, Ramanuja’s visistddvaita. 
Madhva's dvaita , Nimbarka's dvaitddvaita , Srikantha’s saiva- 
visisrddvaita, Sripati’s bhedabhedatmaka-visistadvaita, Vallabha’s 
‘suddhadvaita’ , Suka’s ‘bheda-vdda’, Vijhana-bhiksu’s 
cTtmabrahmaikya-bhedavada and Baladeva’s acintya-bhedabheda'. 
Three of these are important. They are the doctrines advocated 
by Sankaracarya, Ramanujacarya and Madhvacarya who have 
large followings and are widely respected. These three views of 
Vedanta are traditionally considered as the cornerstones of Vedanta. 
Vidyaranya mentions these three traditional views of Vedanta 
only, in his well-known Sarvadarsanasamgraha. B. N. K. Sharma 
remarks : ‘‘Without a complete study of these three principal 
traditions of interpretation of the sutras, in their relation to one 
another, it would be difficult to have a clear and firm background 
of ideas and sufficient data for entering upon a valid discussion 
of the problem of where the sutras of Badarayana are intended 
to lead us”. 1 2 

The Kevaladvaita of Sankaracarya (788-820 A. D.) 

Sankaracarya is so popular, especially with the learned class, 
that many in India and abroad take Vedanta as synonymous with 
his advaita philosophy. His doctrine of absolute monism 
C Kevaladvaita ) can be summarized in half of a verse 3 . The ultimate 


1 SRK. p. 27. 

2 BNK. I. p. xix. 

3 351 nrtf v»Wp*i«*n 'TFR: II ( Veduntudirulirna. p. 19). 
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truth in the world is Brahman. The world of plurality is unreal 
and illusory. The individual soul is nothing else but Brahman. 
Ilrahman is all-pervading and is pure consciousness, devoid of 
all qualities, devoid of all forms. Brahman is the cause of 
origination, subsistence and dissolution of the world. Apart from 
Brahman or consciousness, the world of objects does not exist 
itself. It is only an appearance superimposed on Brahman due to 
ignorance (avidya) just as a snake is seen in place of a rope or 
silver seen in place of a shell. With reference to the world, 
Brahman associated with the principle of mdyd or creative (i.e. 
projective) power, is Isvara, who creates and maintains the world. 
The individual soul ( JTva ) is a phenomenon while the truth is 
Brahman. JTva has ignorance ( avidya ) about his status as Brahman 
and he believes in his own finiteness and identifies himself with 
the body, the sense organs etc. JTva can gel deliverance only when 
he realizes his identity with Brahman. Actions can only purify 
(he mind and make it fit to acquire the knowledge of this identity 
of Brahman and JTva. But finally it is knowledge alone, which 
can give him the release. 

The Visistadvaita of Ramanujacarya (1017-1137 A.D.) 

Ramanujacarya advocates a different line of epistemology. 
According to him, knowledge implies both subject and object. 
Mind can apprehend only a differentiated object. What is known 
is necessarily known as characterized in some way 1 . All knowledge 
including that of ultimate reality, is necessarily of an object as 
complex ( saguna ). If the Upanisads described Brahman as without 
qualities, it only means that some qualities are denied while there 
are still others characterizing it. All know that there are two types 
olThings, cetana (sentient) and jada (insentient). Ramanujacarya 
adds another, which is neither. Jhdna (knowledge) is of this 
intermediate type 2 . Jhdna is known only along with some object 

I OIP. p. 386. 

’ OIP. p. 387. 
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or not at all 1 . What exists (sat) is alone cognized and that knowledge 
in the absence of a real object corresponding to its content 
(yathartha) is inconceivable. This is known as sat-khydti. 
Knowledge extends from that (prakarin or object) to the what 
(prakdra i.e. mode, kind, property or quality) of the object 
presented 2 . Knowledge no doubt, is always of the given and 
nothing but the given; but it need not be of the whole of what 
is given 3 4 . The mode, property or attribute of an object is called 
visesana and the object itself is known as visesya. The visesana 
cannot exist by itself, separately. Thus, there is unity or 
inseparability (aprthak-siddhi) between a substance and its attribute 
but no identity. For example, in a ‘blue-lotus’ the blueness is quite 
distinct from the lotus, for a quality cannot be the same as a 
substance. But, at the same time the blueness as a quality ( visesana) 
depends for its very being upon the lotus, the substance ( visesya ) 
and cannot therefore be regarded as external to it. The complex 
whole ( visista ) of the flower in question, in which the visesya and 
visesana are necessarily included, is spoken of as a unity. Hence, 
the name ‘Visistadvaita'*. Ramanujacarya extends the principle 
to two or more substances where one controls the others, and 
holds that such a Vitistddvaita relation may be found between one 
substance and another. For example, in any organism there are 
two separate entities, the body and the soul. The soul controls, 
supports and utilizes the body for its own ends. Therefore, the 
soul is the important part, the substance, and the body which is 
subordinate to the soul, is treated as the attribute of the soul. Here 
too there is inseparable unity between the soul (visesya) and its 
body (visesana). 

Ramanujacarya makes use of these principles while 
establishing his concept of ontology. He holds that the world 


1 OIP. p. 388. 

2 OIP. p. 390. 

3 OIP. p. 394. 

4 OIP. p. 399. 
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consists of three factors ( tattva-traya ) namely the inanimate matter 
uicit), the sentient individual souls (cit) and Brahman or Visnu. 
Brahman controls and supports the cit and acit, and therefore, the 
i it and acit arc considered as the body or the attribute of Brahman. 
Uumanujacarya holds that there exists unity or inseparability 
Utprthak-siddhi) between Brahman and His attributes the cit and 
licit. With this hypothesis, he reconciles the various statements in 
I lie Upanisads , referring to unity and plurality. According to this 
doctrine. Brahman possesses all the auspicious qualities and is free 
from all impurities. Brahman is all-knowing, all-pervading, all- 
powerful, all-merciful, all-blissful and free from all-limitations of 
lime, space and causality. He is the cause of the universe, both 
sentient and insentient. The individual soul ( JTva ) is not mere 
consciousness but the knower, the subject ( kartr ) of knowledge. 
Knowledge is intuitive by nature and does not necessarily depend 
upon the senses'. JTva has the power to act and in its pristine purity, 
possesses the auspicious qualities resembling those of Brahman, 
but to a limited extent. This is the reason why the JTva is often 
described as being identical with Brahman. 2 JTva has no power 
whatsoever on the movements of the world, and it is atomic in size 3 . 
Jivas are infinite in number. JTva suffers on account of ignorance 
of Brahman. Right knowledge of Brahman results in devotion 
ihltakti ) towards Brahman. JTva can get salvation only through 
hliakti. Even in liberation, JTva does not lose its individuality. 
Uiimanujacarya 4 accepts the Parinamavada or the satkaryavdda 
which maintains that the effect is nothing but a modification of the 
form of the cause, in which it is already present. 

The Dvaita of Madhvacarya (1200-1280 A.D.) 

This doctrine is simple and easy to understand. Madhvacarya 
accepts some of the tenets advocated by Ramanujacarya. But, 


I VSG. p. 25. 

VSG. p. 25. 
I VSG. p. 25. 
•I VSG. p. 26. 
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unlike Ramanujacarya, Madhvacarya does not feel compelled to 
establish some kind of unity between Brahman and the world of 
sentient and insentient entities, by some device like conceiving the 
sentient and insentient things as forming the body of Brahman, 
simply because there are some Upanisadic statements which 
apparently declare unity among them. Perhaps he feels that there 
is no difficulty in holding duality ( dvaita ) in the world since there 
are many Upanisadic statements in support of it and the other 
texts which seemingly assert unity (advaita) can be explained 
away as figurative statements, as done by others. S. Radhakrishnan 
opines that “different commentators starting with particular beliefs 
force their views into the Upanisads and strain their language so 
as to make it consistent with their own special doctrines’’ 1 . Hence, 
Madhvacarya boldly accepts that the world is real with fivefold 
difference, viz. that between the JTva and Brahman, between the 
inanimate (world) Jagat and Brahman, between the JTva and the 
inanimate Jagat, between the JTvas themselves and between matter 
and matter in the inanimate Jagat. 

Madhvacarya holds Brahman as a personality called 
Visnu, having innumerable auspicious qualities and free from 
all impurities. He is all-knowing, all-pervading, all-powerful, 
all-merciful, all-blissful, and free from all limitations of time, 
space and causality. He is saguna. When he is said to be 
nirguna, it only means that He is not associated with the 
attributes of Prakrti, i.e. saltva , rajas and tamas. Madhvacarya 
does not agree with the view that ‘words cannot describe 
Brahman, but they may only suggest or indicate Him’. 
Madhvacarya argues that in that case i.e. if Brahman is avdeya. 
He cannot be the subject-matter of scriptures. Whenever 
scriptures say that Brahman is indescribable, it only means 
that words fail to describe His limitless qualities fully. Brahman 
is considered as the efficient cause of creation. Madhvacarya 
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attributes an eight-fold 1 function to Brahman with respect to 
creation. The functions are creation ( utpatti ), subsistence ( sthiti ), 
destruction ( samhdra ), control ( niyamana ), enlightenment (jhdna ), 
obstruction (ajhdna), bondage (bandha), and release (moksa). 
Brahman , Prakrti, JTvas and (the inanimate matter) Jada are all 
real and the latter three exist as subservient to Brahman. Individual 
souls are atomic in size and innumerable in number. JTvas have 
some auspicious attributes like knowledge, bliss etc. resembling 
those of Brahman , to a limited extent; but JTvas suffer in the 
world, because their pristine intelligence and bliss are veiled by 
ignorance (avidyd). Knowledge of Brahman obtained by Jlva 
through study and rituals results in devotion (bhakti) towards the 
Lord. JTva can get salvation only through bhakti. Even in the state 
of release, Jlva retains its individual identity and it can never 
become identical with Brahman. 

The Problem 

All these theologians claim that their doctrines are consistent 
with the Upanisads and the Brahmasutra. With all due respects 
to these great teachers, for a student without any prior belief in 
any particular doctrine, the problem is how the same Brahmasutras 
of Badarayana Vyasa, can advocate such divergent and mutually 
conflicting doctrines, as claimed by the respective protagonists 
of these views. It is true that the Brahmasutras are extremely 
laconic. So some may argue that because of their cryptic nature, 
the Brahmasutras permit varying interpretations. Swami 
Shivanand, the founder of The Divine Life Society at Rishikesh, 
observes in the introduction to his commentary on Brahamsutras 
as follows. “Sanskrit is very elastic. It is like Kamadhenu or 
Kalpataru. You can milk out of it various kinds of Rasas according 
to your intellectual calibre and spiritual experiences. Therefore 
different Acaryas have built different systems of thoughts or cults 
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by interpreting the siitras in their own ways and became founders 
of sects”. The argument is not convincing. Such a contingency is 
possible in interpreting revealed texts ( Sruti ), which are intuitive 
expressions of sages. It is also possible in amorous or entertaining 
Sanskrit literature like dramas, poems, novels etc. where a sentence 
may carry different meanings like vdcyartha (primary meaning), 
laksydrtha (secondary or indicated meaning) and vyangydrtha 
(insinuation). But, that is not expected in Brahmasutras , which 
are specially composed to set aside conflicts and reconcile the 
purport of Srutis and to pronounce authoritative judgements 
(nirndyakagranthas) on what exactly is the essence of Vedas and 
that too in the language of siitras. In Sanskrit literature, there are 
so many compositions in the form of siitras in different subjects, 
but there are no such reports of conflicting interpretations except 
that in the case of Brahmasutras. In fact, “the wise ones call it 
a siitra, which comprises few words, is free from doubt, is 
meaningful and suggestive of wide meaning and which avoids 
unnecessary details and is free from flaws” 1 . There is a customary 
method and practice of exposing a sutra into a full sentence, using 
the agreed techniques ( tantra ) like continuing a word or two from 
a previous sutra (anuvrtti ), repeating a word from the sutra under 
consideration itself ( dvrtti ), drawing a word from a next sutra 
(< apakarsa ), taking a word from the previous governing sutra 
(< adhikdra), supplying an ellipsis (sesapurana, adhydhdra) and 
adding a word or two compatible with the context ( yogyatd ). With 
these techniques it should be possible to amplify each sutra into 
a full sentence and to decipher it. The aim should be to 
understand what the Sutrakara has to convey through each 
sutra. It is not necessary to prove with the help of other testimonies 
like the Upanisads, the validity of what the sutra declares. As 
already said, Brahmasutra is one of the three pillars {prasthana- 
traya) on which the edifice of Vedantadarsana stands. So it is 
on par with the other two pillars, namely the Upanisads and 

(M. BSB. l-l-l). 
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Bhagavadgitd. Therefore, Brahmasutra itself is a self valid 
testimony ( svatahsiddha) as a statement pronounced by a credible 
person 1 . We cannot get a more knowledgeable and trustworthy 
person than Vedavyasa, who is believed to have compiled and 
edited all the four Vedas, eighteen Purdnas and composed ‘Jaya’, 
the great epic Mahdbhdrata. 

Some comparative studies on the subject 

On such an important work like Brahmasutra, when there are 
so many divergent commentaries, there have to be some 
comparative studies of varying commentaries. Perhaps, the 
earliest such work could be that by VyasatTrtha. (1460- 1539 
A.D.) In his 7 dtparyacandrikd, he comments on these doctrines 
viz. kevalddvaita , visistadvaita and dvaita. Some of his 
observations and arguments will be made use of in this work. S. 
N. Dasgupta remarks: “The logical skill and depth of acute 
dialectical thinking shown by VyasatTrtha stands almost unrivalled 
in the whole of Indian thought” 2 . During the modem times, there 
are at least three works in English, which present a comparative 
study of various commentaries on Brahmasutra. The first one is 
'The Vedanta ’ by V. S. Ghate (1918), the second is ‘ The Brahma 
Sutra, The Philosophy of Spiritual Life’ by S. Radhakrishnan 
(1959) and the third is ‘ The Brahmasutras and Their Principal 
Commentaries’ by B. N. K. Sharma (1971). However, all these 
highly learned and illustrious professors appear rather biassed 
one way or the other. 

A Study by V. S. Ghate 

The study by V. S. Ghate covers the commentaries of as 
many as five commentators, namely, Sankara, Ramanuja, 
Madhva, Nimbarka (latter half of 13th century A. D.) and Vallabha 

I rtlPW ^ 3IIHW iNNlHj 3TIH: *J*4i4iThi I (Tarka). 
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(16th century A. D.). So, the picture is on a wider canvas. 
Yet, his analysis of various Adhikaranas is very brief. In the first 
Adhydya, he analyses each Pada in about 3-4 pages and in the 
second Adhydya in about 8-9 pages. Against each Adhikarana he 
mentions what that Adhikarana intends to establish. He normally 
does not go to the details of the siitras and he rarely quotes a sutra. 
Wherever divergent views are there among the commentators he 
mentions the view of each one in one or two sentences; he accepts 
one and criticizes the others. In one Adhikarana he may accept 
one commentator’s view, but in the next Adhikarana he may 
criticize the same commentator’s view. He has tried to remain 
objective and unbiassed. In his preface to the work, the author 
remarks: “If this venture of mine succeeds in arousing some 
interest in Sanskrit Philosophy, and more particularly in removing 
the idea, which is now current in Europe that the sum of the 
Vedanta is to be found in the system of Sankara, I shall consider 
that my labour will not have been in vain’’ 1 . But in spite of all 
this attempt to remain unbiassed, certain bias is discernible. S. 
Radhakrishnan observes: “Like Madhva and Jlva Gosvamin, 
Vallabha holds the Bhdgavata Purdna in high esteem. — He 
(Vallabha) himself was a follower of Visnu-svamin (fourteenth 
century)— He (Visnu-Svamin) follows Madhva’s views except 
that he advocates the worship of Rddha along with that of Krsna ” 2 . 
So the views of Vallabhacarya are not expected to be drastically 
different from those of Madhvacarya. But even when Madhvacarya 
and Vallabhacarya hold the same view on a sutra (BS. 2-3-29), 
V. S. Ghate remarks: “I am inclined to believe that, on the whole, 
the interpretations as proposed by Nimbarka and Vallabha (16 lh 
century) are most satisfactory and least far-fetched” 3 . But in the 
case ofMadhvacarya( 13th century), the author grudgingly remarks: 

1 VSG. p. viii. 

2 SRK. p. 88,89. 

3 VSG. p. 89. 
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“Madhva’s interpretation also of this particular sutra is quite good; 
but his splitting up of what forms a single Adhikarana according 
to others into so many different Adhikaranas is anything but 
satisfactory” 1 . The author observes: ‘‘Madhva also follows 
Nimbarka” 2 . According to S. Radhakrishnan, Nimbarka was born 
about half-a-century later than Madhva 3 . Then who can follow 
whom? At the introductory stage itself the author opines that ‘‘the 
very fantastic and forced manner in which he (Madhvacarya) 
interprets many of the sutras leaves no doubt about the fact that 
he would have even set aside the sutras altogether, but that their 
uncontested authoritativeness prevented him from doing so” 4 5 . 
The author’s concluding remarks start with Madhvacarya: ‘‘To 
begin with, the commentary of Madhva is evidently inferior in 
character and is a performance of little or no merit. His 
interpretations differ from those of the rest very widely and in a 
very large number of cases; but the reader has seen that in a 
majority of instances, his explanations are far-fetched, fantastic 
and too sectarian in character; the scriptural passages he refers 
to for discussion more often belong to the Samhitas than to the 
Upanisads, a procedure, which can be easily explained by the 
fact that it is very difficult for him to find in the Upanisads a 
support for his own doctrine” 3 . What is wrong in differing from 
others? In fact he is possibly the first commentator to come out 
completely from the then prevailing belief that ‘the sum of the 
Vedanta is to be found in the system of Sankara’, as desired by 
the author. Further, is it a defect to quote samhitas! In order to 
get to the depth of the topic in a sutra, Madhvacarya quotes not 
only Samhitas but also Brdhmanas, Aranyakas, dgamas. 


1 VSG. p. 90. 

2 VSG. p. 80. 

3 SRK. p. 27. 

4 VSG. p. 30. 

5 VSG. p. 156. 
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Mahdbhdrata, Puranas, and many Upanisads beyond the groove 
of the 4-5 popular Upcinisads. He is fully aware of the Sutrakdra ’s 
teaching that Brahman can be known only through the Sastra 
(Sastray on itvcit BS. 1-1-3) and Sastra includes all these and not 
merely a few popular Upanisads. In fact he deserves loud applause 
for his ability to refer to such a wide range of scriptures. V. S. 
Ghate finally rejects the doctrines of all these five commentators. 
Whether the author accepts one doctrine or another or none, is 
a subjective matter. He may not be biassed towards anyone of 
these commentators. But the author’s unsavoury remarks against 
one commentator, are indicative of an inherent whimsical bias 
against that commentator and the consequent perfunctory reading 
of his commentary. 

A study by S. Radhakrishnan 

S. Radhakrishnan covers a still wider range of commentaries. 
He lakes into consideration twelve commentators namely Sankara, 
Bhaskara, Yadava Prakasa, Ramanuja, Madhva, Nimbarka, 
SrTkantha, Srlpati, Vallabha, Suka, Vijfiana-bhiksu and Baladeva. 
In the preface to his book 'Brahmasutra ’, he says : “In this book 
I have followed principally Sankara's commentary—” 1 . In his 
analysis of Brahmasiitras , the author considers each siitra 
separately. He first translates the siitra as it stands, supplying 
the ellipses if necessary. He gives the meaning of each word in 
the siitra. Then he gives a gist of Sankaracarya’s commentary on 
that siitra, fairly in detail. Wherever doctrinal differences are 
found among the commentators he simply expresses the views 
of the other commentators briefly in one or two sentences. 
However, he does not justify why he accepts Sahkaracarya’s 
interpretation or why he does not accept the other interpretations. 
The author refers to Madhvacarya’s views in the first four siitras, 
but one does not find the name of Madhvacarya under any 
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subsequent sutra. It does not mean that the author has not taken 
into account Madhvacarya’s views. He does mention 
Madhvacarya’s views at some places but under the name of 18th 
century commentator Baladeva from Bengal. Krsnadasa in his 
Hindi translation of Shribrahmasutra- govindabhasyam of 
Baladeva, addresses Baladeva as SnrnddhvagaudTyavTthfpathika '. 
Baladeva includes in his list of teachers 2 , the names of 
Madhvacarya, PadmanabhatTrtha, NrharitTrtha, MadhavatTrtha, 
AksobhyatTrtha, JayatTrtha, RajendratTrtha and Vyasatlrtha. 
All these are the well-known pontiffs of Madhva tradition. 
Thus Baladeva is a follower of Madhva tradition in which devotion 
to the Supreme Being alone leads one to salvation. Opinions 
are normally attributed to the pioneer. S. Radhakrishnan himself 
says: “Bengal Vaisnavism developed by Caitanya (A.D. 1485- 
1533) is greatly influenced by the teachings of Madhva. — 
Baladeva is said to have lived about the beginning of the 
eighteenth century— His views are based on the doctrine of 
Madhva and the teachings of Caitanya” 3 . The attempt seems 
to be to banish an unlikeable name by ignoring to mention it. 
This is not expected of an illustrious philosopher teacher. 
This shows on the part of the author, an overt bias towards 
Sankaracarya and a covert bias against Madhvacarya. 

A Study by B. N. K. Sharma 

B. N. K. Sharma makes a study of only the three principal 
commentaries viz. those of Sankara, Ramanuja and Madhva. This 
work appears to have been carried out with an express intention 
of countering the injustice caused to Madhva’s commentary at the 
hands of many modern scholars like those shown above. In his 
preface to the book 'The Brahmasutras and their Principal 

2 HIP. IV. p. 448. 

I SRK. p. 97. 
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Commentaries’, the author says: “By way of gently but firmly 
disengaging the study of the siltras from the excessive hold of the 
Sankara-bhasya, I have taken the lead in commencing this study 
of the siitras with Madhva’s interpretation. This may help the reader 
to adapt himself to looking at the sutras in fresh light regardless 
of what he has been conditioned to expect to find in them. In most 
of the known works in English, written specially on the 
Brahmasiitras, Madhva’s interpretations have generally been ignored 
or have been only perfunctorily ‘noticed’; or else dismissed in a 
few words as ‘a performance of little or no merit’. This injustice 
to one of our principal commentators on the sutras has to be 
remedied by the new generation of scholars” 1 . Thus, the author 
takes up the position at the other extreme end. Each chapter of this 
work, is an essay on an Adhikarana. In that the author first establishes 
the purport of that Adhikarana according to Madhvacarya, supported 
by a number of quotations from the scriptures, Madhvacarya’s 
bhdsya and other further commentaries and glosses like 
Tattvaprakasika, Tatparyacandrikd and others. Then he gives in 
a nutshell the interpretations of Sarikaracarya and Ramanujacarya, 
quoting along with them extracts from the commentaries on them 
like BhdmatT and Kalpataru. Further, under the heading ‘criticism’ 
the author brings forth the flaws and inconsistencies in these 
interpretations mostly with the help of Tatparyacandrikd. Thus, in 
this study, naturally the author is avowedly biased towards 
Madhvacarya. 

The Concept of the Supreme Being 

It is said earlier that a number of philosophical systems and 
theories arose in India, all aiming to remove the confusion in the 
minds of people caused by the multiplicity of deities and duties, 
and all promising to bring salvation. Brahmasutras were 
necessitated when the other systems, both orthodox and heretical, 


1 BNK. I. p. xix. 
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failed to kindle enthusiasm among people. The five orthodox 
systems failed to impress the people and became part of history 
because they were dry theories where there was no primacy for 
the Supreme Being. It is seen that out of the three factors of the 
world, JFva, Jagat and Isvara, the first two are discernible, one 
being self-evident and the other being perceptible. The problem 
is about comprehending the Isvara , the Supreme Being, and His 
relation with the first two, which can be known only through 
scriptures. The heretical systems like Jainism and Buddhism which 
tried to explain the world ignoring the Supreme Being, and 
concentrated on personal discipline to get out of suffering, did not 
survive the test of time. Jainism exists today in some small 
pockets of India. Buddhism, however logical, psychological, ethical 
and practical it may be, soon met its ‘Waterloo’ in India for want 
of the concept of God in it. S. Radhakrishnan describes the fall 
of Buddhism in India as follows. “The old Buddhism, which 
denied the very being of God, offered no hope of human 

immortality and looked upon life as misery, love of life as the 
greatest evil, and the end of man is the extinction of all desire, 
lost its power. — Even Buddhism could thrive only by accepting 
Brahmanical gods. Early Buddhism included Indra, Brahma and 
other divinities. The new converts carried into it much of their 
reverence for the old gods. The Hlnayana accepted Brahma, Visnu 
and Narayana in their own names. The Mahayana, we have seen, 
never seriously opposed itself to the Hindu doctrines and practices. 
It elaborated the mythology and spoke of a hierarchy of divine 
grades and capacities, at the head of which was Adi Buddha. 
While Brahmins looked upon Buddha as an incarnation of Visnu, 
the Buddhists returned the compliment by identifying Visnu, with 
Bodhisattva Padmapani, called Avalokitesvara. — When 
Brahmanical faith inculcated universal love and devotion to God 
and proclaimed Buddha to be an avatar of Visnu, the death knell 
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of Buddhism in India was sounded. — Buddhism died a natural 
death” 1 . One can see in Bangkok, that even now the king of 
Thailand who is a Buddhist by religion, has maintained on his pay¬ 
roll some Brahmin priests, called 'Brant’, and invites them on some 
special occasions to his palace for invoking the Vedic gods and 
seeking their blessings for the Royal family. The present king 
himself is known as the ninth Rama. In the capital city Bangkok, 
in every huge commercial building housing Govt, offices and 
public sector corporations etc., at the main gate one can find a 
cabin-like temple with an idol of the deity, four-faced Brahma. 
Thus, the concept of a superhuman power, the Supreme Being 
behind the world, and reverence towards that power is an inevitable 
part of human culture and psyche, particularly in India, howsoever 
one may deny it. It cannot be simply brushed aside as a figment 
of superstition. Therefore, ‘The Concept of Brahman, the Supreme 
Being, in Brahmasutras’ is worth studying sin^e the sutras are 
recognized as forming the ‘manual of Vedanta’, which tells the 
essence of Vedas. 

The scope of this study 

This topic mentioned above is covered in the first two Adhydyas 
of Brahmasutras and hence those two Adhydyas only will be 
looked into in this work. What one should do after knowing the 
Supreme Being or what are the means available to a Jiva for 
achieving deliverance from the transmigratory bondage, or what 
will a JTva get after release etc. are the topics of later concern. 
They are the topics considered in the third and fourth Adhydyas, 
which will be dealt with in another work. 

As mentioned earlier, there are twenty-nine Veddntins who 
have given different interpretations of Brahmasutras. Each 
Veddntin has his own doctrine to teach and he claims to have 
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derived his doctrine from these sutras only. Going through all these 
commentaries becomes too unwieldy. In order to have a cross- 
sectional view of this panorama, one may study the commentaries 
of Sankaracarya, Ramanujacarya and Madhvacarya only. The 
divergent doctrines of these three Acdryas are seen earlier in a 
nutshell. Comparative studies of the varying commentaries by three 
modern scholars have been reviewed and it has been observed that 
each one of them has his own axe to grind. 

Ignoring these doctrinal differences and attempts to read one’s 
own doctrine in the Brahmasutras, one should try to know what 
the Sutrakara intends to tell us through these sutras, depending 
on the syntax and semantics of the words used in the sutras. The 
endeavour should be to expand each siltra into a full sentence 
(177//), using the customary' techniques like anuvrtti, dvrtti etc. 
and then to arrive at the meaning depending on the available 
common knowledge of grammar, lexicon, logic etc., irrespective 
of whether it agrees or disagrees with some Upanisadic statements, 
it is really a daunting task. 

Selection of a reference text 

The sutras are in the nature of decisions on the doubtful topics 
in Vedanta. The keywords in the sutras are topic-specific in order 
to help locating the topics, and the sutras appear enigmatic till 
the topics are located. Therefore one needs a classical commentary 
lor reference since the commentator would be conversant with all 
the branches of learning and the ambiguous subjects therein. 

The commentaries of Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya are 
m the style of traditional lengthy disputation or debate. The reader 
gets confused as to whether the siltra intends to tell all this. 
(In the other hand, Madhvacarya’s comments in his 
Hrahmasutrabhdsya are too brief. He just throws some hints for 
understanding the sutras. At some places he simply quotes a 
statement from Veda or Upanisad or a verse from a Purdna , from 
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which the student is expected to guess what the sutra has to tell. 
So a direct reading will not suffice. To understand Madhvacarya’s 
comments one needs another commentary on it like that of 
Jayallrtha. Possibly Madhvacarya assumes that the student of 
Brahmasutra is wellversed in Sdstra and not a novice. Perhaps 
that is why some scholars either dismiss his commentary as a 
performance of little or no merit, or ignore it. JayatTrtha’s 
Tattvaprakdsikd and Vyasatlrtha’s Tdtparyacandrikd, though 
brilliant works, are also in the style of lengthy dialectics like that 
of Sankaracarya. V. S. Ghate, in his work, just makes some 
remarks on a few traditional commentaries and does not go into 
the details of the sutra. S. Radhakrishnan refers to each sutra, gives 
the meaning of words in the sutra, supplies the necessary additional 
words and makes a full sentence. Then he gives a gist of 
Sankaracarya’s comments and some remarks of other 
commentators. But he does not use the established techniques like 
anuvtrtti etc. while supplying the additional words. So the meaning 
of the sutra appears unconvincing. BNK Sharma has written an 
essay on each Adhikarana. He has written extensively quoting 
extracts from a large number of works. The language is lucid. But 
his style is the same traditional one of disputation and he has 
used the customary techniques of deciphering a sutra occasionally. 
However, there is a rare work on Brahmasutras by 
RaghavendratTrtha (1595-1671 A.D.). In this, for each sutra he 
first states which additional words are to be brought in as per the 
techniques viz. anuvrtti, dvrtti, adhydhdra etc., then gives the full 
exposition of the sutra and then interprets each word depending 
on the context. The techniques of interpreting a sutra, like anuvrtti 
etc. are known as ‘ tantra So the work has been aptly named 
as'Tantradrpikd' , the one that throws light on the techniques used 
in interpreting the sutra. Vasudevasastri Abhyankar 1 considers this 
work as an independent commentary on Brahmasutra. BNK 


1 S-BSB-VA. 1. p.10. 
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Sharma exclaims- “It is a marvel of brevity, clarity and adequacy 
of explanation” 1 . This work is of immense help in understanding 
the import of the sutras. It is true that RaghavendratTrtha was a 
pontiff in Madhvacarya’s tradition. So his interpretation can not be 
at variance with the doctrine of Madhvacarya. But a student of 
philosophy need not worry on this point. His approach is expected 
to be open minded. The aim in going through the writings of so 
many theologians and teachers is to understand the import of the 
.ultras from the words therein and the internal dynamics of the 
ultras. It is not aimed at rejecting all the existing doctrines. In the 
endeavour if one finds a convincing interpretation of sutras and 
it agrees with the doctrine of a well-known teacher, it is an occasion 
to rejoice. Hence, the 'Tantradipika' of RaghavendratTrtha has 
been selected for reference. 

The Methodology followed 

In order to arrive at a clear concept of Brahman, The Supreme 
Being, the sutras in Adhydya I and II would be analysed in the 
following pages. For each siitra, in addition to the words therein, 
a minimum number of words necessary for composing an 
exposition of the sutra would be selected in keeping with the 
established techniques of anuvrtti etc. The sutra would be blown 
into a full sentence in the form of Naiydyika’s syllogism, “the 
mountain has fire because it has smoke” 2 . It would have a clear 
proposition (pratijhd ) and a reason or probans ( hetu ). The 
exposition ( vrtti ) would show the import of the sutra. The additional 
words supplied on account of anuvrtti etc. would be normally on 
the authority of Tantradipika. Therefore, no specific reference 
to Tantradipika would be shown in the footnote for each sutra. 
()ccasionally a word or phrase or the format would be taken from 
other works if it is found simpler and more expressive. At such 
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places, reference to the concerned text would be specifically 
shown in the footnotes. Naturally the import of a sutra thus 
obtained would be the view of Madhvacarya only, but arrived at 
on the basis of syntax and semantics of the wording in the sutra, 
which is not always explicitly expressed by him in his 
Brahamsiitrabhdsya. Then a comparative study would be made 
of the purports arrived at by the three commentators namely 
Saiikaracarya, Ramanujacarya and Madhvacarya. They might agree 
on the purport of some sutras and differ on others. Wherever they 
differ, the three interpretations would be discussed with due respect, 
and they would be looked into to see which one would be the most 
convincing to a person without prior affiliation to any particular 
doctrine, and which interpretation would not. and why. Extracts 
from various texts referred to in the discussion would be given 
in the footnotes. The whole exercise would be in twelve chapters. 
These introductory paragraphs form chapter I. The analysis of 
sutras in the first and second Adhydyas of the Brahmasiitra would 
be presented in chapters II to XI. Chapter XII would include 
conclusions, findings and a pen-picture of Brahman, the Supreme 
Being, as conceived in Brahmasutras. 


☆ ☆ ☆ 



Chapter II 

Introduction to Adhyaya I 

The first Adhyaya is called Samanvay adhyaya. In this the 
Smrakdra is achieving sastrasamanvaya in Brahman , i.e. he shows 
how all the names, comprising a word or a phrase, in Vedas go 
lo describe Brahman the Supreme Being, which is the quest of 
all philosophy and which is the topic chosen for study in this 
work. The names in the Vedas can be broadly divided into four 
groups, (i) There are some words like Narayana, Visnu etc., which 
arc popularly understood to be signifying the Supreme Being and 
therefore there is no need to show that they denote the Supreme 
Being. They are termed as Tatra- prasiddhasabdas (ii) There are 
some other words and phrases like Akdsa , Jyotis etc., which are 
popularly understood to be denoting some entity other than the 
Supreme Being. They are known as Anyatraprasiddhasabdas. 
(lii) Some words and phrases are capable of denoting both Brahman 
and things other than Brahman , e.g. Aksara. They are called 
IIhliayatraprasiddhasabdas. (iv) There arc some words and phrases 
like Duhkhin, Tuccha etc., which are used solely to denote entities 
other than Brahman, whose usage therein is supported by scriptural 
statements and which nobody would like to use with reference 
to Brahman. These are known as Anyatraivaprasiddhasabdas. 

Each of these classes of words and phrases can be further 
subdivided into two divisions, one of proper names 
(namatmakasabdas or dharmibodhakasabdas) like kamala 
ilenoting lotus and vrksa denoting a tree, and another division of 
significant terms ( lihgatmakasabdas or dharmabodhakasabdas) 
like pankaja (lotus) meaning that which takes birth in mud and 
padapa (tree) meaning that which drinks from the roots. 

This Adhyaya has four chapters called Phdas. The first Pada 
deals wiXhAnyatraprasiddha-namdtmakasabdas. The second Pada 
considers Anyatraprasiddha-lingatmakasabdas. Both the 
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namatmaka and lingcitmaka terms falling in the category of 
Ubhayatraprasiddhasabdas are dealt with in Pdda 3. Pdda 4 
takes up both the namatmaka and lihgdtmaka terms among the 
Anyatraivaprasiddhasabdas. It appears that the samanvaya of 
those terms, which are easier to comprehend are taken first and 
those, which are comparatively difficult to understand are deferred 
to later chapters. This is just a broad arrangement of work and 
the chapters are not water-tight divisions. There could be some 
exceptions here and there. 

Sankaracarya holds as follows. The first Pada discusses the 
texts which contain clear indications of Brahman as their subject 
matter {Spastabrahmalihgavakyani) and the second and the third 
Padas deal with texts which contain uncertain marks of Brahman 
{Aspastabrahmalihgavdkydni)'. The fourth Pada establishes that 
the Sdhkhya Pradhana is no-where recognized in the Vedanta (i.e. 
the Upanisads), as the cause of the world. With this classification 
there would be many overlappings of the bases of classification 
and many exceptions. Moreover, if the fourth Pdda is meant to 
criticize the Sankhya-Pradhdna, it deserves to be included in the 
second Adhyciya (Avirodhadhydya ) and it goes against the plan 
of the Sutrakara to include it in this Samanvayadhydya. Hence 
this classification does not appear to be satisfactory. 

According to Ramanujacarya the first Pdda defines Brahman 
as the cause of the world and “rules out the improbability 
(asambhava) of the definition by showing in the rest of the 
Adhikaranas of the first Pdda that Brahman is invariably the 
cause of all. The other three Padas refute the objection of ativydpti 
or over-pervasion of the definition by excluding the causality of 
others ( anyayogavyavaccheda ). Of these, Pdda 2 discusses, 

i - asmaq i ft q ffe rc ft i gqrft 

4i+mPi sifmddeufotfiPi 4!^^ i ufaufuia feaWcpTfeSr arrcwra i 
(S. BSB. 1-2-1). 
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' Aspustalingas' i.e. uncertain marks relating to JTvas, Prana , 
Huddhi etc.; Pada 3 discusses 'Spastalingas’ i.e. clear indications 
of the same entities and Pada 4 texts which contain very clearly 
expressed grounds in favour of the Purvapaksas in support of 
Prakrti, JTvas etc.” 1 . This classification also would not be very 
satisfactory because Ramanujacarya removes the possibility of 
ativydpti of the definition in Pradhdna in the fifth Adhikarana 
of Pada \, and that in JTva in BS. i-1-18, and it renders the 
remaining three Padas superfluous. 


ir ☆ 


i ^ fratft 

*1?$ RNl4-d IrUIg: I (TC. I. p. 88) (BNK. 1. p. 27). 


Chapter III 
Adhydya I, Pad a 1 
(WTT^TFIFT WT: I) 



^f^TT I cficfc^rr ^RT I 


Then, after studying the scriptures and cultivating self- 
control, one should enquire into the nature of Brahman, as 
told in the Sruti “enquire into That” (Tait. Up. 3-1), by 
listening to the various teachings of Veda and reflecting on 
them, because that knowledge and the resulting composure 
would lead to liberation. The word ‘kartavyd’ (ought to be done) 
is supplied to complete the construction. 

“Athdto Brahmajijhcisd", the very first aphorism (surra) in 
Brahmasiitras, is like an author’s foreword to his work in which 
the author specifies the four parameters (Amihandhacatustaya) of 
the work. They are: (1) Adhikdrin i.e. one who can study the book 
or for whom the book is written; (2) Visaya i.e. the subject 
discussed in the book; (3) Phala i.e. fruit for which one should 
study the book or that which one would get after studying the 
book and (4) Sambandha i.e. the correlation between the above 
three. 

The word 'Om' is used at the beginning because it is considered 
as auspicious. Tradition prescribes that while reciting the 
Brahmasiitras, the word ‘ Om' should be used at the beginning 
and at the end of each sutra. In addition to auspiciousness, the 
purpose could be to avoid the possible mixup of the sutras during 
the oral transfer from one generation to another. The term ‘alha' 
(then) is also believed to be auspicious. In addition, it expresses 
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the sense of immediate sequence (i dnantarya ). It means immediately 
alter the student becomes eligible ( Adhikdrin ) to study 
Brahmasutras, having studied first the requisite scriptural texts 
like Samhitd, Aranyaka, Upaniscid etc. Otherwise the student will 
not understand the topics being discussed, arguments being made 
and the conclusions being arrived at. The term 'atah' (therefore) 
indicates the purpose of this enquiry into Brahman , which leads 
to the liberation from worldly sufferings and accomplishment of 
eternal bliss. The term jijhdsd means the desire to know i.e. 
enquiry. The compound Brahmajijhdsd is to be resolved as 
Brahmanah jijhdsd. The word hrahmanah is in genitive case and 
the Brahman is the object of enquiry ( karmani sasthi )'. 

According to Sankaracarya 2 the word atha' (then) means 
al ter acquiring the four requisites namely (i) discrimination between 
the eternal and non-eternal things, (ii) aversion to the enjoyment 
of fruits of actions here and in the next world, (iii) possession of 
equanimity and (w) the desire for release. The word 'atah' 
(therefore) means, for the reason that the knowledge of Brahman 
alone can lead to eternal bliss. 

Ramanujacarya takes the word * atha’ as indicative of 
immediate succession. The word 'atah' suggests the cause of 
something that has happened. Thus the first sutra, according to 
Ramanujacarya, means: “After an enquiry into the ritualistic 
portion of the Vedas one comes to know that results acquired 
by mere sacrifices etc. are ephemeral; on the contrary the result 
o| the knowledge of Brahman is eternal. As such an enquiry 
into Brahman should be taken up” 1 . Under this sutra there is a 
lengthy discussion in which Ramanujacarya severely criticizes 
the Maydvdda or Kevaladvaita doctrine advocated by 
Sankaracarya. 

I MCTJTI MflUl # ^UtOT UURi: I (TDK. 1-1-1). 

• SKK. p. 227. 

I Srfbhasya- SV. p. 81. 
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Thus, the Sutrakdra initiates an enquiry into Brahman , in this 
first sutra. But, who or what is this Brahmanl In the next sutra, 
Badarayanavyasa defines the Brahman, that we are asked to 
enquire into. 

2 


II So ^IcT: $o II (1-1-2) 

^TcT cTT^fcT I 3TFT 

^FTfTK Wffa 

cT^ ^ I 

On account of the term ‘ yatah' in the sutra, the word ‘tat' 
is obtained. Brahman is that from which proceed origin, etc. 
i.e. origin, subsistence, destruction, control, enlightenment, 
nescience, bondage and liberation of this known animate and 
inanimate world. 

This sutra gives the characteristic marks (laksana) of Brahman. 
Based on a passage from Taittirlya Upanisad ', Saiikaracarya and 
Ramanujacarya have taken the term janmadi’ to include only 
creation, subsistence and destruction. Following a verse 1 2 from 
Skanda Parana, Madhvacarya has taken the term ‘janmadi’ to 
include creation, subsistence, destruction, control ( Niyamana ), 
enlightenment (jhdna ), nescience ( ajhdna ), bondage ( bandha ) 
and release (moksa). Thus, this sutra defines Brahman , the Supreme 
Being as the source of this eight-fold dispensation of the Universe. 
V. S. Ghate opines 3 that “this definition of Brahman is very 
important, because, at the very threshold of the work, it gives a 

1 i ^ ttffcrRi i ww atwri^TFn i 
rafajjm-iw i m sh i (Tail. up. 3-i>. 

2 ycHwRAJHHSRI I 

SFWtW ^ wra, H ^KTT.-rr? Il M. BSB. l-l-2). 

3 VSG. p. 53. 
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knock to the doctrine of Sankara , according to whom Brahman 
proper is merely existence, intelligence and bliss (sat, cit, ananda ); 
while it is lower Brahman which, associated with Maya, produces, 
sustains and destroys the world, which has nothing but a 
phenomenal existence." 

S. Radhakrishnan writes': "...the world is like a dream or an 
illusory cognition. It exists as it is perceived. It has no other 
independent existence except the fact of its perception. It has 
Brahman for its basis. The concrete appearances are impositions 
mi this unchanging reality. They are not the effects of Brahman, 
lor Brahman is not upadana or the material cause of the world 
of objects”. But these concepts of Vivartavada 2 (i.e. the doctrine 
that the world is a phenomenal appearance of Brahman) are not 
visible in this sutra. 


The next sutra specifies the means of knowing the Brahman, 
dr l ined here above. 


.1 itll^4lHcc|lW^U|^l 

II 3=0 II (1-1-3) 


‘lt d fRT eRft I 

ftirei snFT: fTCTTRUT qipuf qpj cRISTl^RtH 

•Nd -m: idIWlHcd cITRTc^ 


The words ‘tasya janmadikdranasya’ are obtained from the 
pn-vious sutra. The means of knowing that Brahman, the cause 
of origin etc. of the world, is through scriptures ( §astra ) 
comprising Vedas and other texts faithful to them and 
nllrihutcd to human authors, and therefore Brahman is not 
Iwiowahlc by any other means. 


I NKK p. 34. 

' 'll 1 p. 339. 
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The means of knowledge are, broadly speaking, taken as 
three: (i) direct perception (pratyaksa) (ii) inference ( anumdna ) 
and (iii) authoritative word ( sabda). These are known as Pramdnas. 
This sutra tells that, that Brahman who has been defined as the 
cause of creation etc. of this world can be known only through 
Scriptures. Scriptures (sdstra) are the only authoritative literature 
for knowing Bralunan. 

Sankaracarya has given two interpretations of this sutra. In 
the first, the word sdstrayonih is treated as a Tatpurusa compound, 
which gives a meaning sdstrasya yonih i.e. ( Brahman is) the 
originator of Scriptures. In the second one, the word is treated 
as a BahuvrThi compound, which gives a meaning sdstram yonih 
(pramdnam) yasya i.e. one who can be known through Scriptures, 
as already stated above. The first interpretation is not accepted 
by other commentators, though Indian tradition believes that Vedic 
Scriptures originated from Brahman. For, it does not fit in the 
sequence of ideas between siitras 1,2, and 3, whereas the second 
one does. Moreover, when the creation of the whole world is 
attributed to Brahman in the previous sutra, the origination of 
Scriptures is included in that. Sdstra for Sankaracarya includes 
the four Vedas, the epics, the purdnas and other branches of 
learning Vidydsthdna'. However, in his commentary he mostly 
refers to Upanisads only. Madhvacarya gives a similar liberal 
explanation of the term sdstra. It includes Vedas, Epics, Purdnas, 
Pancardtras and whatever else is in conformity with their 
teachings 2 3 . The Scriptures- 1 are not only the only means of knowing 
Brahman but they are also meant only to expound and establish 
Brahman. 


1 SRK. p. 242. 

2 II era 

5TR3 H<t>llcR1*i,l 3tHIS? c n rT^II (M. BSB. 1-1-3). 

3 (BG. 15-15). 
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4 

Having lold that the Brahman can be known only through 
Scriptures, the author prescribes here the modus operandi of 
interpreting the Scriptures in order to understand Brahman. 

II # cfg II (1-1-4) 

According to Saiikaracarya this surra states as follows 1 . That 
Brahman who is said to be the cause of creation, sustenance and 
destruction of the world, is understood from scriptures only. 
Whence? For, the purports of statements in all scriptural texts 
consistently and harmoniously arrive at this meaning. 

Ramanujacarya understands the surra differently as shown 
below. “The word 'tu' is for the purpose of removing the doubt 
pul forward- ‘tat’ - having the Sastra alone as the authority in the 

• use of Brahman- is certainly possible. Whence? On account of 
(lie Samanvaya (co-relation). ‘ Samanvaya’ means relation with 
the nature of human purpose in life, on account of the relation 
with reference to Brahman, the highest human purpose in life, as 
the object fit to be denoted” 2 . This interpretation appears clumsy 
■iml not convincing. 

Madhvacarya understands the sutra in the same way as 
Saiikaracarya has, but he throws more light on the prefix sam in 
ilic sutra. The exposition of the sutra is: 

«!I*RTR 3TT5RJ3T Tg cTfU I I 

♦ IMP). 

The One to be comprehended from scriptures, is that 
Hraliman the author of creation etc. of the world, only; whence? 
for, the main purport of all the scriptural texts arrived at 
idler their exegetical interpretation, is to that effect. 


I <!•; S51 vrfiliJrMklRjillrlc^+Kui I % 

; Ki% <ii«wiIh fw^wiPi i (S. bsb. i-i-4). 

' Snlihasya - RDK. 1-1-4. 
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The term Sasirayoni is continued here from the previous 
siltra. Tu is in the sense of ‘only’. The prefix scan applies to both 
the terms cmvaya and siistra and therefore signifies two things. 
When applied to sastra , sum refers to the main harmonious purport 
of the entire range of scriptures'. Secondly, Samanvaya means 
properexegetical interpretation i.e. acritical explanation normally 
adopted in philosophy. Madhvacarya refers to the practice in 
vogue in Indian philosophy 2 . The evidences ( pramana ) on which 
the purport is to be determined ( tatparyaiingas ) are (i) Upakrama 
(commencement of the text), (ii) Upasamhdra (conclusion), (iii) 
Abhydsa (repetition), (iv) Apurvata (novelty), (v) Phalarh 
(fruitfulness), (vi) Arthavada (eulogistic or deprecatory references) 
and (vii) Upapatti (logical justification). These have an ascending 
order of strength, i.e. each one is stronger than the earlier one 3 . 
In fact all these are logical justifications only, but some are 
particularized, in order to indicate their mutual strengths. Along 
with these, another set of logical justifications is to be accepted. 
They are Sruti, Linga , Vdkya , Prakarana, Sthcina , and Samdkhyd. 
These are the six modes of evidence accepted by Purvamlmdmsakas 
for interpreting the Vedic injunctions and these have a descending 
order of strength 4 . 

Jayatlrtha explains these terms Sruti etc. in his own way, and 
tells why they differ in their strengths 5 . Sruti is the declaration 
of an import by a word according to convention ( rudharthanirdesa ). 
A word or a phrase which tells an uncommon or special 
characteristic of a thing ts called as Linga. A group of words 


t mrohftfct i i uftdtdd, ar^frt i i 

(TDK. 1-1-4). 

(M. BSB. 1-1-4). 

3 3WtlRw*Ml 5(cftq) (AV. 1 -1 -4) BNK I. p. 85. 

4 *4 MIA^IMflMK'-^IHI rR^I 3^NM+.M(d.l (PMS. 3-3-14). 

5 HI44Bl*»l fh^5T: 9J1B: I aiBIUKUIUBI PKI+,KIH4<|[4 414*14,1 

Q3JSI4*lMldm<'M^4i4N4IH MtHH.1 3H4.H44H(rNK4a)‘EI*f P4H4J 

f-WR^I I (TP. 1-3-24). 
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which have fulfilled their mutual expectations for rendering 
a complete sense or thought, is known as a Vdkya. A number of 
sentences which establish a thing to be proved form a Prakarana. 
Sthana is a group of Prakaranas which establish a number 
of things but their purport is one. A parallel or synonymous 
statement of a topic established elsewhere is known as Samakhya. 
Among these, Sruti is the strongest since it directly conveys 
the meaning 1 . Since Lihga conveys the meaning by inference, 
it conveys later than Sruti. Therefore it is considered as 
weaker than Sruti. Vdkya is weaker than the Lihga because 
it infers the meaning after considering the meanings of many 
words therein. An import is inferred from a Prakarana 
alter considering the meaning of a number of sentences and 
therefore a Prakarana is weaker than a Vdkya. Sthana conveys 
an implied sense inferred from the imports of a number of 
I’rakaranas and therefore it is taken as weaker than Prakarana. 
Samakhya conveys a meaning inferred from its resemblance to 
an import established elsewhere in a Sthana , and hence it is 
considered as weaker than the Sthana. While considering the 
mutual strengths of these evidences including the earlier Upakarma 
etc., one should note that if an evidence, though naturally weak, 
lias no scope for alternate interpretation, it overrides another 
evidence which is naturally stronger but has scope for another 
meaning 2 . 


Madhvacarya holds that when there are conflicting 
.lalements in scriptural texts, the purports of the texts are to be 
determined with due regard to these tatparyalihgas and their 
lelalivc strengths 3 . 


'IWH dellsft ’T^^C-Kcdd 

•tWRHJ UHK«1WI: ^MkeHHdl<4|: cleTtSR 

ill* 1-3-24). 

* st^CIHj (TP. 1-3-24). 

' l'W.HlP,dlrM4k$: epfr 3 II W I «tH j (M. USB. 1-1-4). 
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VyasatTrtha drives home the necessity of such a rigorous 
analysis of scriptural statements in his own poetic style. He says 1 : 
“The taste of sugarcane-juice certainly cannot be felt just by 
licking the sugarcane and not certainly without squeezing it’’. 
Thus the term Samanvaya in the sutra implies (i) a purport arrived 
at after subjecting the scriptural texts to such a proper rigorous 
exegetical interpretation and (ii) a comprehensive harmonious 
principal purport of scriptures. 

In this Adhikarana, the Sutrakdra just indicates ihe method 
he is going to adopt in the following sutras to arrive at the purport 
of sastras and to resolve the apparent conflicts in them. He is yet 
to unravel his concepts of Brahman and the world. But 
Sankaracarya introduces a lengthy discussion here and establishes 
the important tenets of Vivartavdda. These concepts of Brahman 
and the world established here are the commentator’s views based 
on the Upanisads. But this study aims at knowing the Sfarakdra's 
concepts expressed in the following sutras. 

5 ^1c^|t| c M. ,J IHj 

Before starting the actual analysis of Scriptural passages, the 
author removes here a possible doubt in the minds of unwary 
students that, when some Scriptural statements clearly declare 
that Brahman cannot be expressed in words, that Brahman is 
absolutely beyond the reach of word and thought, how are we 
going to understand Brahman through Scriptural words only. 
Hence he declares: 

II & iskwfel^H. 3* *' d-1-5) 

^ arcia^aKiwrcj fetch 

I cf? (W) * 

1 * ITTrT VRclJ * ftsqtej FJSvfx 

(TC. I. p. 60). 

2 i (Panini 3-3-108 MT I 

cPJT TcT^ ^TcT l ; WI K$l<v Mallei - Wild- Mallei: I 


^dd I 3l c <v \ 

m VII^H^M 2 cl^f: 
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The term 'tat' is continued from the preceding siitra. That for 
which there is no word to express, is known as ‘asabda’ i.e. 
inexpressible in words. From the term ‘ Iksateh ’ (in the sutra), 
which points out the use of the root Iks (to see), the sense of 
’seeing’ or ‘knowing’ is understood by secondary signification 
( laksandvrtti ). 

The Brahman is not inexpressible in words because the 
verb Iks (to know) is used. 

Since Brahman cannot be seen through the physical eyes, the 
verbs Iks, drs used with reference to Brahman, have to be 
understood in the sense of knowing. The Sruti statements ‘ ‘purusam 
iksate” '"Atmdnarh pasyet” 2 etc. inform us that Brahman can 
be known. Since two negatives are used in the phrase ‘not 
inexpressible in words’, it emphasizes a sense of strong positive 
i .e. ’certainly and undoubtedly expressible in words’- 1 * . If Brahman 
is not knowable i.e. beyond human understanding, then all the 
efforts put in studying Vedas and these Brahmasutras etc. are 
futile. If He is knowable, (since, whatever is knowable is namable)’ 1 
lie can be expressed in words. But some Sruti statements like 
'vato vdeo nivartante ’ 5 , ‘ Asabdamasparsamarupamavyayam ’ 6 , 
apparently tell that Brahman is beyond words i.e. Brahman 
is inexpressible in words. How are we going to understand 
such statements? The literal meaning of such statements is that 
Brahman cannot be expressed in words. But in exegetic parlance, 
the literal meaning must not be considered if it is opposed to 
the purport arrived at by analyzing the various factors such as 
itpakrama etc. Madhvacarya is the first commentator to interpret 
this siitra in a straightforward manner that Brahman is not 

I H I (Prasna. Up. 5-5). 

.« 3HlcU^4 StTFBH (Brha. Up. 6-4-23). 

i gj <rlllcl3I^ 1 : I (BVB 1-1-5). 

I qztSMfo: (Tarka. 48). 

S «u^i 3TOT3} mwi I (Tail. Up. 2-4-22). 

f. asnsm 3^1 (Kaiha. Up. 1-3-15). 
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inexpressible in words. According to him, the Sruti statements 
like ‘yato vcico nivartante ’ do not totally deny the fact that Brahman 
is expressible in words, but they only indicate that Brahman is 
not fully and completely describable as the characteristics of 
Brahman are infinite. He quotes a beautiful example from 
Garitdapurdma, to drive home this point. “The wise ones though 
perceiving the expanse of the Meru mountain, (still) perceive it 
not, in its entirety as this much.” 1 

Sankaracarya’s interpretation of this sutra is entirely on a 
different track. According to him this Adhikarana refutes the 
Sdhkhya view that the unintelligent Pradhana is the cause of the 
world. 

^ WKA W 

WW I 2 

Because of seeing ( Iksateh ), the unintelligent Sdhkhya 
Pradhana, not founded on Scripture, is not the cause of the world. 

This interpretation looks far-fetched. In essence it says : 3 

(i) (5TOH) ^ (srPlc4>KU|) 3131^ (W^ciJTdJ I 

(ii) ( e hK u lt- < t) 

This interpretation is not consistent with the sequence of 
ideas in the first four introductory siitras. Having started to show 
by proper interpretation (samanvaya), how various words and 
phrases in Sasira (Scriptures) convey Brahman , in this 
Samanvayddhydya, the author is not expected to go off track to 
criticize the Sdhkhya Pradhana. No doubt, the Sutrakdra has 
refuted the Sdhkhya philosophy, but he has done so, along with 

1 a d<tl<Piid tW a a a i w-dbN a wnsia: n 

(M. BSB. 1-1-5). 

2 S. BSB. 1-1-5. 

3 BNK. I. p. 90. 
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refutation of other views, in the second Adhyaya (A virodhadhyaya), 
which is meant for refutation of doctrines and dogmas of other 
established schools of philosophy. In the second chapter (pada ) 
of second Adhyaya , the author has mentioned ten surras to refute 
I lie Sdhkhya views. Therefore, the same is not expected here 
again. While interpreting sutra 1-1-18, Sankaracarya again brings 
in Sdhkhya Pradhdna. V. S. Ghate remarks, “Sankara’s 
interpretation unnecessarily brings in the Pradhdna 

Secondly, in general each Brahmasutra is a proposition in 
which there is an assertion (pratijhd) and a reason or probans 
t/ictu) for that. Probans is normally in ablative. For example, the 
mountain has fire ( parvato vahnimdn) because of smoke ( dhumdt ). 
In this sutra 1-1-5, there are three words Tksateh, na and 
iiMihdam. Tksateh in the ablative is certainly the word for reason. 
Sankaracarya has treated ‘ asahdam also as a reason. Then the 
only word left for assertion is ‘na’. The assertion (pratijhd ), 
’( Pradhanarii ) na (jagatkdranam )’ is formulated by importing 
words for which there is no justification like continuity ( anuvrtti) 
or repetition (dvrtti) from previous siitras. The assertion appears 
more as commentator’s imagination. Moreover, Sankaracarya 
piesents a complicated interpretation involving two distinct 
piopositions. It involves a defect, which is known in technical 
pm lance as vakyabhedadosa. 

Further, the word ‘ asabdam has been interpreted as ‘not 
loundcd on Scripture’. Thus, sabda is taken as Scripture. But, the 
pi unary meaning of fabda is a sound or word. Scripture is the 
’.ri ondary meaning of sabda. The secondary meaning is taken to 
’.live the coherence of the sentence, only when the primary meaning 
does not give a coherent sense. Here, there is no such failure of 
llit' primary sense of the word ‘sabdah’ and yet its secondary 
meaning Scripture has been adopted. The proverb ‘gune 
htiiivdyakalpand' allows the concession to forgo a child if it saves 
die mother but not if it harms her. Thus, for the reasons stated 
above Sankaracarya’s interpretation is not convincing. 

I VSC. p. 55. 

li 
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The commentators who came after Sahkaracarya, upto 
Madhvacarya, have somehow accepted Sahkaracarya’s view of 
this siitra with some changes. Ramanujacarya has taken 'asabdam’ 
not as a probans but as signifying Pradhdna itself. But it goes 
against his doctrine since Prakrti (acit) is one of the three factors 
cit, acit and Brahman which make up the world according to him. 
Madhvacarya gave his fresh, straightforward and convincing 
interpretation as stated at the beginning of this Adhikarana. 
Commentators like Vallabha and Baladeva who came after 
Madhvacarya have followed Madhvacarya’s view. 1 

When a case comes up for hearing and judgement before a 
court, the point which comes up for decision first is whether the 
court itself has legal jurisdiction over that case or not. The Sutrakara 
initiates a similar discussion in this Adhikarana. The subject 
matter in the coming sutras, is the enquiry into the nature and 
characteristics of Brahman which can be known only through 
scriptures ( sdstra ) and these texts can be in the form of words 
and words only. But, if that Brahman is inexpressible in words 
and beyond the reach of word and thought, as some scriptural 
statements declare so, then the whole exercise of these sutras, 
which are also nothing but words, would be futile. Therefore this 
Adhikarana avers that the Brahtnan is not inexpressible in words. 
The Sruti statements, which declare that Brahman is beyond 
words, only indicate that the Supreme Being is not fully and 
completely describable in words, since His characteristics are 
infinite. 

The remaining sutras of this Adhikarana are in support of 
the purport of the above one and to ward off certain possible 
objections against that. 

II II (1-1-6) 


1 BNK I . p. 90, 
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If it be said that what is to be known is the individual soul 
having three gunas (attributes) sattva, rajas and tamas, it is 
not so on account of the word Atman used with reference to 

I lie object of knowing. 

In the previous siitra it has been argued that Brahman is 
expressible in words because Brahman is the object of knowing, 
based on Sruti statements ‘purusam Tksate’, “Atmanarii pasyet” 
ck\ If there is a contention that the object to be comprehended 
m the above Sruti statements is the individual soul having three 
rimas, sattva, rajas and tamas, and not Brahman then this sutra 
declares that it is not so because of the use of the word Atman. 
Atman’ primarily means Brahman. 

The word purusa also means Brahman. In the previous siitra 
llic word * asahdam ’ is in neuter gender conforming with the word 
hit' continued from earlier siitra. Here the word gauna is in 
masculine gender in order to be in conformity with the word Atman. 

liven though the word ’Atman’ is used with reference to the 
object of knowing, why cannot the object of knowing be individual 
•.oul? To answer this objection, the next sutra says : 

II to II (1-1-7) 

• ifvre^T aUcHHBfil 1 

The word Atman does not refer to Gauna JTvatman because 

II is told (in Sruti ) that one who is devoted to Atman attains 
liberation. 

1’he doubt mentioned above, arises because the word ‘Atman' 
is used as a synonym of individual soul ‘jTvatman ' in many places. 
I herefore, the siitra clarifies that according to Sruti, one who is 
devoted to ’Atman’ will attain liberation 1 ( moksa ), but devotion 
lo Gauna jTvatman does not lead to liberation and therefore the 


•it*: <HW<!?I (Brha. Up. 4-4-13). 
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word Atman does not refer to Gauna JTvatman. To clarify this 
doubt, Madhvacarya quotes some verses 1 from Padma Parana. 
Sentient beings are of two types, the individual souls (jTvas) and 
the Supreme Being (Atman). All living beings from Brahmaji (the 
son of Visnu and progenitor of all the world) onwards are jTvas 
and Jandrdana (Visnu) alone is Annan. The use of the word 
Atman in others is in a secondary sense. Liberation is accomplished 
only from the knowledge of that Atman who is devoid of gunas 
-sattva, rajas and tamos. Others are bound by these gunas , and 
their knowledge does not lead to the liberation. Visnu is the 
Supreme Being and, therefore, liberation comes from Him only. 

The next sutra provides another reason why the Gauna 
JTvatman is not the object of knowing. 

II 3=o II (1-1-8) 

(STlcBSKTORJ) 

R TTM: Trh: I 

Since the Sruti \ (“you know Atman only and reject 
others”), does not tell to reject, on the contrary it asks not 
to give up the Supreme Being designated by the word Atman 
and to abandon all others, the (Gaunah Jlvah) individual soul 
is not denoted by the word Atman. 

The next sutra gives another reason to hold the Supreme 
Brahman, devoid of three gunas as expressible in words. 

II 3=o HIWWI< 3=0 II (1-1-9) 

3TTCBM raWT 5TB W B ^*KHJ 

1 ^ tot i rrt tow anffeg trito : ii? n 

nht’lK 1 1 cK-<4lcH*lt RgORR fIRKHlST IR II 

i to d rga= ir ii 

SR R^. (M. BSB. 1 -1 -7J\ 

2 ^ -riH^ ^ I (Mund. Up. 2-2-5). 
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The word ‘sva’ is to be repeated. On account of One’s 
merger in Oneself expressed in Sruti, Brahman devoid of 
three gunas (sattva, rajas and tamas), is not inexpressible in 
words. 

Here in this siitra there is only one word in ablative and it 
is a probans ( hetu ). But the assertion (pratijha) is missing. It has 
lo be repeated ( anuvrtti) from some earlier siitra. The first claim 
is of that in the immediately preceding sutra. That assertion is 
' 'Atmasabdena na gaunah uktah ’ ’. Then the interpretation would 
be that “the individual soul ( JTvci ) is not told by the word Atman, 
because Atman is said to merge in itself ’ 1 and that is not expected 
ol an individual soul. But Madhvacarya has not accepted this line. 
According to him, if this sutra is another probans for the preceding 
assertion, then the sutra would have been “ svapyaycicca”. 
Therefore, he has connected this probans with the assertion in the 
first (main) siitra of this adhikarana , ‘ 'tad (Brahma) na asabdam' ’. 
Thus, Madhvacarya interprets, “Since Sruti tells (in so many 
words) that Brahman (Atman) (emerges from and) merges in 
itself, it cannot be inexpressible in words”. This interpretation is 
i|iiite convincing. 

If one doubts that in some other branches of Vedas, someone 
else might have been told as the cause of creation etc., the next 
sutra clears the doubt. 

II 3=o JIHUlHMId, # II (1-1-10) 

>\r\ I JT?f: U&IHdlcMKIsIMW 

*ii<?i4im erg i 

The words ‘tattu ’ and ‘sdstrayoni' are continued. On account 
of the uniformity of knowledge (obtainable from all branches 
of Sdstra) all the Scriptures expound and establish that 
Brahman only, (who is the cause of creation etc.). 


1 0 ^ I (M. BSB. 1-1-9). 
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Madhvacarya quotes a statement from Paihgisruti which 
exactly corroborates the purport of this sutra -“AH Vedas and 
reasoning based on evidence convey the same knowledge about 
Brahman. There is no mutual controversy anywhere in Vedas and 
also traditional epics (like Mahabhdrata 

The next sutra provides another reason why Brahman is 
considered as expressible. 

II II (1-1-11) 

?Tcf I ^ (3fT) * I 

The words 'tat na asabdarh’ are continued. That Brahman 
is not inexpressible in words because He is heard (from 
Sruti). 

This sutra directly proves that Brahman is not inexpressible 
in words. It says, Madhvacarya remarks, “That which is 
inexpressible in words is not verily heard.’’ 1 2 

Some have put forth a two-tier system of Brahman, one 
without any attributes ( nirguna ) and the other with attributes 
(saguna). They argue that only saguna Brahman can be expressed 
with the primary sense (,abhidhavrtti) and nirguna Brahman can 
only be indicated with the secondary signification ( laksanavrtti ) 
of words. Madhvacarya quotes a verse 3 from Svetdsvatara 
Upanisad to show that Sruti sings in so many words about nirguna 
Brahman only. He further says that if anything is incapable 
of being expressed by any word whatsoever in language, then 
it cannot be indicated by the secondary signification power of 
words 4 . 

1 nW ^5[t grCT: tJWMT Sfiji fTR tTB I 

II (M. BSB. 1-1-10). 

2 41? 3RIS?: (M. BSB. 1-1-11) 

3 I 'bBC'-Mlfl: <-t'l*£c1lRt'lTO: WSt! "tdl idcM 
M^l* II (Sveta. Up. 6-11). 

4 rra5t^RR*RR | (M. BSB I-1-1 I). 
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Having cleared the first hurdle that Brahman is not expressible 
in words, the author now proceeds to show by proper exegetical 
interpretation (samanvaya) how certain words and passages in 
Scriptures convey Brahman. He has selected the words in such 
a way that when one word is shown to convey Brahman, the same 
argument can be extended to a number of similar words by 
implication of the analogous ( upalaksana ). Thus by discussing 
some representative words, in the remaining portion of this Adhydya 
(samanvayddhydya ), the author has covered large number of words, 
from these words conveying Brahman, we will come to know 
a large number of attributes ( guna ) and characteristic marks 
(laksana) of Brahman. 

II 3* 'i<i II (1-1-12) 

T9 I fcf: I 

The words ‘tat tu’ are continued. The term ‘ dnandamaya’ 
here implies other similar terms also. All the five terms 
dnandamaya etc. heard in Taittiriya Upanisad convey that 
Brahman only because of the repetition of the term Brahman 
(with reference to them). 

Taittiriya Upanisad expounds Brahman in its five forms or 
characteristics namely, annamaya, prdnamaya, manomaya, 
vtjndnamaya and dnandamaya. In common Vedic parlance, these 
Inins annamaya etc. are used to denote the five sheaths, which 
successively make the body, enshrining the individual soul (jtva). 
The Upanisad shows how, at the macrocosmic level, these terms 
connote the forms of Brahman. Sdtrakdra has chosen these words 
lor his first exercise in showing how the words, which normally 
denote something else ( anyatraprasiddhdh sabdah), convey 
Brahman in Scriptural texts. Taittiriya Upanisad treats this topic 
hi two separate chapters, BrahmavallT and Bhrguvalll, in two 
different styles and arrives at exactly the same conclusion. The 
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style of Brahmavallt is rather mystic, but that of BhrguvallT is 
lucid. Brahmavallt declares at the outset that the knower of 
Brahman attains it 1 . Then it defines Brahman and describes the 
evolution of the five elements, food and man from Brahman. 
Having created the universe, Brahman is said to have entered it 2 . 
Since the individual souls are said to have been covered by the 
five sheaths, called annamaya etc., the Brahman presents itself 
in the souls and in their sheaths. The outer sheath is called 
annamayakosa because it is bom from food. The Upanisad declares 
annath is Brahman only. It defines annam as adyate atti ca 
hhutdni tasmad annam tad ucyate iti, i.e. Brahman is the source 
of sustenance (food) for all living beings and in the end Brahman 
devours (eats) everyone. Similarly, for the prdnamayakosa which 
represents the physical functions of the body, the source of energy 
is Brahman. BhagavadgTtd clearly tells that Brahman only 
manifests itself as the digestive power in every living organism 3 . 
Thus, for each of the five sheaths ( kosa ) of the embodied self, 
there is a corresponding form of Brahman at the cosmic level, 
in a purely spiritual sense and not in a material sense. In keeping 
with the opening remark ( upakrama ) that the knower of Brahman 
attains it, the Upanisad concludes ( upasamhara ) that one who 
understands Brahman in these forms, reaches those forms after 
leaving this world 4 , i.e. he attains liberation {mukti ). 

Each one of these five forms, annamaya, etc, is designated 
by the significant word Atman, a synonym of Brahman. Therefore 
Sutrakara says ‘Anandamayah (tattu) abhydsat”, i.e. 
Anandamayah conveys that Brahman only (and not Jiva). V. S. 
Ghate says 5 , “this seems to be a natural and straightforward 
interpretation and all except Sankara follow it’ ’. He also remarks 6 , 

1 «RtlW4llilkl nmj (Tail. Up. 2-1). 

2 a^ngnrf^t.1 (Tail. Up. 2-6). 

3 UllUMl I (BG. 15-14). 

(Tail. Up. 2-8). 

5 VSG. p. 55. 

6 VSG. p. 54. 
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“here again Sankara makes the introductory remarks to the effect 
that the question now before us is whether the higher or lower 
lirahman is referred to in certain passages of the Upanisads. But 
this seems to be without justification because in the remaining 
part of the Adhyaya, wc are concerned with the choice between 
Jiva and Brahman and even Sankara’s own commentary accords 
with the same. Thus this is only another instance of the 
commentator showing the influence of his preconceived 
prejudices”. 

In keeping with vrttis then available to Sahkaracarya 1 , he has 
initially interpreted that Anandamaya conveyed Brahman only 
hut the other four are considered as sheaths (kosa) and hence 
anatma. Later at the end of the Adhikarana he goes back on his 
earlier interpretation and rejects it completely. Sahkaracarya’s 
objection against this sutra will be discussed at the end of this 
Adhikarana. Ramanujacarya interprets 2 that Anandamaya conveys 
lirahman, but Vijhdnamaya conveys Jlvdtman and the earlier three 
are only sheaths {kosa). In keeping with the intentions of the 
Siitrakdra, Madhvacarya interprets that Anandamaya conveys 
lirahman only and by the implication of the analogous 
(npalaksana), Annamaya, Prdnamaya, Manomaya and 
Vijhdnamaya also convey Brahman only 3 . 


A likely objection to the above conclusion is answered in the 


next sutra. 


r\ c *\ CN 


MI ^ ice'll <1^1 


?Tfcf II (1-1-13) 

WTcf 


If it is said that annamaya etc. do not connote Brahman 
since the suffix mayat denoting modification is used, it is not 
s», because the group of words represented by mayat also 
denotes abundance. 


i 


S BSB-VA 1-1-12 

irar q*t i <srk. p. 257). 

T’FWcSl (AV. 1-1 Adhi. 6), (BNK. I. p. 101) 
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If the suffix mayat, is taken in the sense ‘made of’, ‘a 
modification of or a ‘product of, then the words annamaya etc. 
cannot be taken to convey Brahman, since Brahman is not a 
product or a modification. To obviate such a possible objection, 
Sutrakara replies that the suffix mayat need not always indicate 
a modification, and it can also mean abundance (prdcurya)'. 

The next sutra provides a further evidence to show that 
Anandamaya is Brahman and the suffix mayat does imply 
abundance. 

II & II (1-1-14) 

^ I W SfTfqM: ^ I ^ W 

The words ‘ dnandamayah ', * tattu' are continued from previous 
sutras. The words ‘ mayat prdcuryarthah' are also supplied 
(adhyahara). Anandamaya is that Brahman only and the suffix 
mayat implies superabundance (of bliss) because it has been 
mentioned as the cause ( hetu ) for the creation of this world. 

Using the conjunctive particle ca, the Sutrakara enumerates 
here another reason, adduced by Taittirlya Upanisad itself, in 
support of his statement that Brahman abounds with bliss. The 
reason offered in the previous sutra that the suffix mayat conveyed 
superabundance was based on psychological and practical grounds. 
Even after accepting the scriptural statement that Brahman is the 
creator of this world, we are sometimes faced with the ontological 
question as why at all Brahman created this world. The Upanisad 
attempts to answer this question. We know that normally no one 
proceeds to do anything without a purpose ( prayojana ). 1 2 But 

1 dc'-tfirt'T'H rpR I (Panini 5-4-21) dlqid 5WTT tTOVRHRR: wi^jsfui 

5WHk-tH , 4Td r -MH HMi 'TJT? | ( Kasikci) The affix mayat 

may be employed after a word denoting some substance, when we require expression 
for it as abundant. 

2 a n^tsfq qqdd I (Subhasita). 
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occasionally when one is overjoyed, he laughs, he sings to himself 
without any purpose. Brahman has nothing to get from this world. 
Therefore the Upanisad asks that in case this Brahman is not full 
of bliss who verily would have created us and impelled us to 
work. 1 Thus, as per this siilra, the very fact that Brahman has 
created this world from which It / He needs nothing, is an evidence 
to support the fact that Anandamaya is Brahman only. 


The next sutra adduces another reason to show that all the 
live terms Anandamaya etc. convey Brahman. 

II & ^ 3=0 II (1-1-15) 

31l-K*Wli^: m m ^ I ^ I 

m iffaH I *El: 

^ tT5f | 


The words ‘Anandamayadih Brahma’ are continued. The 
term 'ca ’ is used in the sense of ' yatah ’ (because). Anandamaya 
etc. are Brahman only because the Brahman who is defined 
by the mantra “satyarh jhanaih anantam”, only is (further) 
sung by the five terms annamaya etc. 


Why should we not take the mythological deity four-faced 
brahma bom from the naval of Visnu, as the one conveyed by 
these terms Anandamaya etc.? The next sutra answers: 

II # || (1-1-16) 

^ I * 3U*K*fqi^: 1 

The word ‘ Anandamayadih ’ is continued. Others, those other 
than Brahman i.e. Caturmukha etc. are not referred to by 
Anandamaya etc., because the ( Sruti ) statement 


I <Et <4^*4 34141151 ^ (Tilit. Up. 2-7) 34WH*-rtl4l > 
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'‘Brahmavidapnoti pararii ’ tells that the knowledge of Brahman 
leads to liberation and it is inappropriate to attribute that 
(Brahman ’s) characteristic to others, i.e. because Anandamaya 
etc refer to Brahman only. 

The next sulra gives another reason why the four-faced Brahma 
etc. are not meant by the terms Anandamaya etc. 

II to to II (1-1-17) 

RcR ?Tcf I q 

fcR: | 

The words ‘Anandamayah na itarah' are continued. 

On account of the declaration of difference between 
Anandamaya Brahman and others (in the amount of happiness 
enjoyed) Anandamaya does not convey others. 

Taittiriya Upanisad has tried to quantify the happiness possible 
for men, Gandharvas and various deities like Indra, Brhaspati, and 
Prajapati, in an ascending gradation. Their happiness is shown as 
limited, however abundant it may be. But the happiness of Brahman 
is described as unlimited, infinite, which words fail to describe 
and mind fails to imagine 1 . On account of the declaration of this 
difference between the happiness of Brahman and that of others, 
the term Anandamaya , which denotes superabundance of 
happiness, does not convey others. 

Anandamaya etc. may convey the Supreme Brahman. But if 
we accept the logic of identity (advaita) between Brahman and 
the other individual souls like four-faced Brahma, then there is 
no basic difference between the two. The next sutra refutes such 
a contention. 

II & to II (1-1-18) 

i r qnqf i qnRi^ ^ i tie 


I Ml - ')! 3WF3T I (Tail. Up. 2-4). 
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The word ca is used for emphasis. 

In case of unseen matter, inference is not dependable, 
because it is indeed possible to infer at will. 

In the previous sutra, Brahman is expressed as different from 
other individual souls like Prajapati, Indra, Brhaspati, Gandharvas, 

I Inman beings etc., however exalted they may be. But some may 
infer logically and some do infer that there is no difference 
between Brahman and others. The Sutrakdra categorically refutes 
such inference about Brahman , in this sutra. Kathopanisad 
expresses the same sentiment when it says, ‘this knowledge (about 
Hmliman) cannot be gained by logical inference’ 1 . While 
commenting on this sutra , Sankaracarya again brings in his 
lavourite theory that ‘the unintelligent ( Sdhkhya ) Pradhdna is not 
the cause of this world’, and V. S. Ghate finds it "unnecessary” 2 . 

If one insists that in fact the difference between Brahman and 
individual souls is apparent but not real, and there is no harm in 
accepting the non-difference between the two, the next sutra 
refutes such an argument. 

II & ercfol 5T#cT # II (1-1-19) 

I I aul4l«iW < M ,J l aifd ScK'dl'tt'M 

Td: aid: qyPTTdtdRf. d frR: I 

‘Ca’ indicates that this is another reasoning in support of the 
conclusion reached in the earlier sutras. The words ‘srutih muktau 
api' are to be supplied to complete the construction. 

In this chapter (of the Upanisad ), since Sruti tells a relation 
between Brahman in the form of Anandamaya etc. and the 
Individual soul even after its liberation, in the absence of 

i i (Katha. up. i -2-9). 

• VSG, p. 55 
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identity between the two, Anandamaya etc. connote not the 
individual soul but Brahman only. 

Taittinya Upanisad 1 declares that one who knows Brahman 
as described here, goes near Anandamayabrahman after leaving 
this world. Thus, even after achieving liberation, the individual 
soul is said to have a relation with Brahman but not oneness or 
identity. 

V. S. Ghate opines that ‘in this Adhikarana , the siitras 16,17,19 
deserve notice, because they all rest on the conception of a 
difference of individuality between Brahman and JTva: and 
Sankara, at the end of sutra 17, comes forth with his usual 
explanation that such siitras as these only refer to difference 
between Brahman and JTva, which is due to mdyd, whereas, really 
speaking, there exists no such difference’ 1 2 3 . 

As already mentioned earlier, Sahkaracarya has initially 
accepted that Anandamaya conveyed Brahman, and later has 
gone back on it and rejected the .ultra. He has upheld the same 
contention, which he earlier treated as Purvapaksa and rejected. 
The objections raised by Sahkaracarya against the sutra 
Anandamayobhydsdt are as follows. 

The Upanisad states that Brahman is the tail / support of 
Anandamaya .’ Therefore, it would be inconsistent if the same 
Brahman is both the whole ( avayavT ) and the part (avayava) of 
Anandamaya , 4 This argument of Sahkaracarya is not sustainable 
because the axiom that a part is different from the whole or a part 
is smaller than the whole is applicable to only finite things. For 
example, 4 is smaller than 8 since it is half of 8, and 16 is bigger 
than 8 since it is double of 8. This syllogism is true as long as 

1 q I I (Tait. Up. 2-8). 

2 VSG. P. 55-56. 

3 3TT?*TT I MklBl I (Tait. Up. 2-5). 

4 ^ «t?t 
(1 BSB. 1-1-19). 
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K is finite. If we consider infinity in place of 8 the same axiom 
lulls, because half of infinity is also infinity. Infinity plus infinity 
is infinity and infinity minus infinity is also infinity 1 and not zero. 
So in case of Brahman ihe part and the whole are the same. 
Mmlhvacarya quotes some verses from Brhatsarhhitd in support 
• •I this contention. ‘The head is Narayana, the right wing is 
IVadyumna, the left wing is Aniruddha, and the assemblage is 
Viisudeva; or Narayana is the assemblage and Vasudeva is the 
head and the tail is said to be Saiikarsana; thus, one only is told 
Hi five parts or ways’ 2 . 

Another objection is that even after accepting that the suffix 
mu vat signifies abundance, the term Anandamaya still implies the 
existence of some amount of the contrary element (pratiyogT ), 
sadness along with happiness. 3 Since Brahman cannot be expected 
to have sorrow, one cannot signify Brahman by the term 
Anandamaya. B. N. K. Sharma argues 4 that though abundance of 
a particular property in a given thing is generally conceived in 
relation to a modicum of its opposite existing elsewhere, it is not 
always true that such a rival element must also be conceived to 
be present in the same locus 5 . Madhvacarya offers a simple example 
lo dear this doubt. According to him since happiness is a 
characteristic mark of Brahman, he can be described as 
Anandamaya just as the sun can be described as pracuraprakdsah b . 
I'he statement that the Sun has abundant luminosity should not 
imply that the Sun has some darkness also 7 . The contrary element 
{pratiyogT ) i.e. darkness or dimness could exist elsewhere. 


i 


i 


i 

<i 

/ 


4«IHI<W , (Brha. Up. 5-1-1) . 

fed HHWU|: 3 I 31^331: II 

HKiquilssi fedsfq i 3^5 Rto; *33; 33 'toot 11 

(M. BSB 1- 1-15). 

1TT9 3 31FKSTft ?335 Mkl4H9cMc3lifer3ldJ 

(5%. BSB. 1-1-19). 


BNK. I. p. 108. 

WI^mY-M 3 HlhqtFR: fUBIHl[y3>t<J3p|9H: l(TC). 

RfPl 3 353 % <m. bsb. 1-1-13). 

M3<y+uti: nratn dR^AjcfiiYfewdid: 1 (TC). 
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Sankaracarya raises another objection that when the suffix 
'mayat ’ is used in the sense of modification ( vikarartha ) in the 
first four instances of Annamaya, Pranamaya etc, then how in the 
same chain all of a sudden ‘mayat ’ signifies abundance in the term 
Anandamaya only, in the same way as saying that half of the lady 
is old and the other half is young. 1 This objection is relevant for 
those who have treated only Anandamaya as connoting Brahman 
and the other four namely Annamaya etc. as sheaths ( kosa ) and 
hence andtma. The spirit of the sutra 'Anandamayobhydsdt’ is 
such that by the implication of the analogous ( upalaksana ) all the 
five terms in the chain Annamaya etc. convey Brahman and the 
suffix ‘mayat’ signifies abundance in all the five terms. When 
Annamaya etc. are all Brahman, the fear that “if Anandamaya 
is treated as Brahman then Annamaya etc. may also become 
Brahman ” 2 has no room and it becomes unfounded. When 
Badarayanavyasa. has just started his sdstrasamanvaya and has 
proceeded to show how various expressions in Scriptures convey 
Brahman, it is unfortunate that the very first sutra should have 
been faulted by Sankaracarya. Vacaspati Misra, Sahkaracarya’s 
disciple, has defended Sankaracarya by saying that “the sutras 
have to be overruled and otherwise interpreted if they conflict 
with the Srutis It amounts to saying that the sutras are not in 
keeping with the spirit of Srutis. The aim of this study is to find 
the concept of Brahman in Brahmasutras as they are. Therefore, 
the question whether the sutras are in keeping with Vedas or not, 
is beyond the scope of this study. Even S. Radhakrishnan, an 
ardent follower of Sankaracarya, does not agree with 
Sahkaracarya’s explanation. He says: “The Sutrakdra evidently 
means that Brahman is full of bliss. Since this interpretation goes 
against the unqualified character of Brahman, Sankaracarya offers 
a strained explanation that anandamaya is a vesture of Brahman” 4 . 


(S. BSB. 1-1-19). 

2 31vlH9KRli1N t# cUJMW*: I (S. BSB. 1-1-19). 

3 ifa qynm i (tiimmain 

(BNK. I. p. 98). 

4 SRK. p. 261. 



ill'. I I I9.20,21] 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 


57 


I )cussen (a foreign disciple of Sahkaracarya,) sought to hide his 
iliscomfiture by making a desperate suggestion that 
I'ucrhabrahmavada in Sankaracarya’s bhdsya was probably an 
interpolation by some later writer” 1 . 

7 31^:^c c lll'4 c h<. u IHj 

II & # II (1-1-20) 

'bj ?Trf ^dd 2 (1-1-4), ^clHIcl I ■5RT: cPjl (d|td) 

'Tattu' is to be repeated (from sutra 1-1-4). 'Srutarii ' is to 
I >c supplied to complete the construction. The Being heard within 
the presiding deities like Indra is that Brahman only as 
Brahman’ s exclusive attributes are mentioned. In the Scriptures 
there are discussions in different texts about the existence of some 
being in the heart of various presiding deities ( Adhidevas) like 
India, Surya, Varuna and so on. This surra states that the Being 
so mentioned is the Supreme Being Brahman only because the 
\ ,n tons characteristics of that inner Being, described in the texts 
.tie the attributes of Brahman only. In this manner Badarayanavyasa 
•dimes that all the names like Indra, Surya, Varuna and so on, though 
imimally denote the respective presiding deities, they connote in 
the highest sense {paramamukhyavrtti ), the Supreme Being. 

This can also mislead the reader to understand that the Supreme 
Bring. Brahman and the presiding deities like Indra, Surya etc. 
me all one and the same. To avoid this possible mis-conception, 
the author immediately adds another siitra. 

II ■$> ■$> II (1-1-21) 

’I: I cTKTrl deft I # dHdddl I m 

II|rITT 3TTc*TT” 

^rq^n^i 


I IINK. I. p. 99. 

1 is in the sense of 
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'ca ’ is a conjunctive. 'Tad’ is to be continued (from sutra 
1-1-4). Indradibhyah’ is obtained on account of compatibility of 
sense. 

In statements like *Indrasya Atma’ etc. that Brahman is 
different from Indra etc. on account of the declaration of the 
difference from them with expressions like ‘the inner controller 
of Indra’, and so on. 

All the commentators agree on the purport of both the above 
mentioned sutras, though Lhey refer to different texts for the topic 
of discussion ( visayavdkya ). V. S. Ghate opines that, "sutra 21 
“Bhedavyapadesdccanyah” deserves notice, as it refers to the 
distinction between Brahman and JTva (individual soul) ”. 

The neuter 'tad' continued from an earlier sutra, changes its 
gender in order to conform to the predicate ‘anyah’ which is in 
agreement with the word ‘citman ’ in the Sruti '. This feature is 
known as ‘Lingaviparinama’. 

8 I 

II II (1-1-22) 

‘Tat’ is continued. Akasa is that ( Brahman) only, since the 
exclusive characteristic marks (of Brahman ) are understood 
with respect to Akasa. 

The topic discussed here is a passage 2 from Chandogya 
Upanisad: What is the origin or source of this world? ‘Akasa’ 
it was said. All these beings arise from Akasa only and at the end 
dissolve into Akasa: Indeed Akasa alone is greater than all these 
and Akasa is the final resort. 


I ^ jFKvil: (TDK. 1-1-21). 

aTRPref SJrqTri I (Chand. Up. 1-9-1). 
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Here, a doubt may arise that the word Akasa may refer to the 
elemental space ( Bhutakdsa ), because the word is normally 
understood in that sense. The above surra avers that since the 
characteristics of Brahman are mentioned in regard to Akasa. the 
word Akasa here refers to Brahman only. All commentators agree 
on the purport of this sutra. 

Though the name Akasa only is mentioned here, it can be 
understood by implication {upalaksana) that the names of all the 
live Adhibhuta-znUlies like Akasa , Tejas , Vdyu etc. connote 
Brahman in their highest sense (paramamukhyavrtti ). 

In the previous Adhikarana it was shown that the names of 
presiding deities ( Adhidevas ) like Indra, connoted Brahman since 
they derived their powers from Brahman. Here, the names of 
inanimate and insentient ( Adhibhuta ) entities like Akasa, are shown 
to convey Brahman, since they too owe their properties to the 
same Brahman. 

9 Ml u IIN e b< u IH^ I 


II 3* 3FT t^ - STM: & II (1-1-23) 

'JlcT ^ H<*lId^dfe^-lds^I 

For the same reason as argued in the previous sutra i.e., 
since the exclusive characteristics of Brahman are understood 
in regard to Prana , Prana is that Brahman only. 

All the commentators agree on the purport of this sutra. 
I lowcver, they refer to topics in different scriptural texts. Though 
only Prana is mentioned in the sutra, the purport of the sutra can 
he extended to the other bodily principles, by implication 
( upalaksana ). “Adhydtma means body since it is an abode of 
enjoyment. Adhydtma also refers to (the acts like) breathing, 
living, movement etc.” 1 . 


^1 (NS. P. 149). (BNK. I. p. 119). 
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In other words, just as it was concluded in the earlier sutras 
that the various presiding deities owed their powers to Brahman 
(sutra 20) and the insentient (Adhibhuta) entities like Akcisa owed 
their properties to Brahman (sutra 22), here too the physiological 
functions of all the living beings owe their capabilities to Brahman. 

10 T4lRNjw>J|H^ I 

II to to II (1-1-24) 

The term Jyotih (Light) conveys that ( Brahman ) only on 
account of the mention of the word carana. Carana means 
either roaming or a quarter i.e. the fourth part. 

Here, the author asserts that the word jyotih, which is popularly 
understood to denote luminous objects like Sun, Moon, Stars, 
Lightening, Fire and so on, in fact connotes Brahman. 

All the commentators agree on the assertion ( pratijhd ) viz., 
Jyotih tu tat Brahma , but they differ on the interpretation of the 
reason ( hetu ) carandbhidhdndt. It all depends on the guesswork 
as to what topic in the Scriptures could be in the mind of 
Badarayanavyasa while composing this sutra and which passage 
(visayavdkva) could have raised the doubt whether Jyotih implied 
Brahman or something else. 

Sankaracarya takes carana to mean a quarter (a fourth part). 
He quotes a passage from Chandogya Upanisad “Above the 
heaven, above the world, above everything, in a world better than 
which there is no other world, there shines The Jyotih and that 
Jyotih is in the heart of every person”. This word Jyotih indicates 
Brahman, because in a previous sentence. Brahman is said to be 
of four parts, pddas, and all that exists in this world is equivalent 
to one-fourth and that immortal portion in heaven represents His 
three-fourth part 1 2 . The same immortal Brahman is referred to here 


1 TO *R[cT: i^i rtTO: $3 TO^T: ^ TO 

I (Chanel. Up. 3-13-7). 

2 TOT 3jTTR f^RI I (Chanel. Up. 3-12-6). 
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.is Jyotih in the heaven. No other luminous body is anywhere 
described as having four parts, pddas. Following Sahkaracarya, 
Kamanujacarya and others except Madhvacarya have interpreted 
11 10 suira on similar lines. 

Madhvacarya, however, takes another view. He interprets the 
word caranam as meaning moving or roaming, from the root car 
lo move. He quotes a mantra from Agnisukta in Rgveda '. 

“My ears turn away; so too my eyes from the Light (Jyotih) 
dial is placed in the heart. The mind too strays far away. What 
rim ! say or think of that Light’ ’. The idea is that our sense-organs 
cannot comprehend the Light, that is the Supreme Self within us, 
since they are all focused outside. Hence, even-though this mantra 
is from Agnisukta, the word Jyotih implies Brahman and not fire, 
since the words (vi)caranam i.e. moving away or roaming away 
have been used. 

Thus, the exposition ( vrtti ) of this siitra, according to 
Madhvacarya is: 

•fa * MHir'KId cTTTTfTrN: 

The term Jyotih (light), uttered in the Sruti “Jyotirhrdaya 
uhitath” while reciting Agnisukta , implies Brahman only but 
not fire, because in the immediate next statement “vi me 
manascarati dura” it is said that all the sense organs wander 
away from that Light i.e. the attribute of being far off from 
ull the sense organs has been told for that Light. 

In that case, the reason (hern) in the siitra should have been 
vunranabhidhdndt. But it is simply caranabhidhandt either 
because the prefixes are only explanatory and not significatory, 

i ('Hwf qtmHt r ^ i fa ^ anvti: ra 

'ItRTih fog T 11 (RV. 6-9-6). 
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or in order to maintain conformity with the wording of the Sruti 
statement vi me manascarati 

The topical text from Chcindogyopanisad (3-13-7) referred to 
by the other commentators certainly appears befitting. Still 
Madhvacarya has preferred another text possibly to avoid the 
repeated reference to the Chcmgogya text and the characteristic 
of Brahman having Its fourth part equivalent to the whole world 
etc., in the next two sutras. 

11 I 



& II (1-1-25) 

cRT ft ^TR3 

31W1 3WRFT 

If it is doubted that the word Gayatrl cannot convey 
Brahman, since Gayatrl is popularly understood to denote a 
metre, (the reply is) it is not so; Gayatrl connotes Brahman 
only, because Sruti says so. Sruti says i Gdyati trayati ca’ 2 . 
These attributes of (original) singing (of Vedas) and protecting 
belong to Brahman only, and it is told so to enable one to 
meditate on Brahman having these attributes. 

One may wonder how this word Gayatrl crops up suddenly. 
In the previous sCitra the word Jyotih, i.e. light is declared to 
convey Brahman. That Jyotih is described in Chcindogyopanisad 
(3-13-7) also as “that which shines above the heaven, above the 
world, etc.” i.e. Brahman. The same Jyotih is found to be referred 
to earlier as Gayatrl, in Chandogya Upanisad in the statement 
’’'’Gayatrl indeed is all this 3 ”. Now if Gayatrl is understood as 

1 ilid+HMUliil ft H WTCdlft 3T I 

(TDK. I-1-24). 

2 3id ^1 (Chand. Up. 3-12-1). 

3 ^ (Chand. Up. 3-12-1). 
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11 Metro only, then Jyotih will also convey a metre and it cannot 
i"' said to signify Brahman. Hence the urgency of declaring 
• niviiirf as connoting Brahman in the immediately following 

i min. 

If it be questioned why Brahman is to be addressed by such 
nut oinmon words like GdyatrT, the reply is tat ha cetasi arpandya 
>iii;ii(Uit i.e. it is so said in order to enable one to meditate upon 
•In iso attributes of Brahman, indicated by such words. This applies 
i" oilier sutras also, where uncommon words are declared to 
> mmole Brahman. 

In the next sutra Badarayanavyasa adduces another reason for 
.nving that GdyatrT conveys Brahman. 

II & II (1-1-26) 

•Hlft =q qFRt ^ 

u.j | 


Gayatrl and Brahman are both stated to be consisting of 
lour quarters, one quarter or part of them being equivalent 
In I lie entire existing world and the remaining immortal part 
of three quarters being in the heaven; and on account of this 
reason also Gayatrl conveys Brahman only. 

GdyatrT is described in Chcmdogya Upanisad (3-12-5) as 
loin-footed and six-fold 1 . It is further said to be expressed in the 
following mantra 2 which is quoted from the famous purusasiikta 
mul which describes Brahman. It says: “Such is the greatness of 
(Ins (world); even greater than that is this Supreme Being (called 
(iayatrl). All this world is a quarter of Him; the other three 
i|iiarlcrs of Him constitute the immortal portion in heaven”. Thus 
also it is concluded that GdyatrT conveys Brahman. 

1 fNl 'I'Siq'm <iim^ 1 (Chand. Up. 3-12-5). 

• nfpn era) i wsft rraf i 

( ('hand. Up. 3-12-6). 
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Another possible objection is answered in the following siltra. 


II 



r\ r\ 



# II 


(1-1-27) 


Ic^tB ?f 5RT ^Tcl^ *1 I 3JTR 34I<4<NI<1J 


In Chditdogya Upanisad , in one place it is said that the 
three quarters of Gdyatri are in Dyuloka in another place 
it is mentioned that Jyotih is above Dyuloka 1 2 . If it be doubted 
that because of this difference in description it is not proper 
to say that both convey one reality called Brahman, it is not 
so; there is no contradiction between the two statements. One 
statement is from the point of view of three worlds- Blulh, Bliuvah, 
Svali , and the other statement is from the point of view of the 
seven worlds- Bluth. Bliuvah. Svah, Mahah. Janah. Tapah. Satyarh. 
There are two methods of dividing the worlds. Saiikaracarya gives 
an example; “Just as in ordinary language, a falcon at the top of 
a tree is said to be on the tree as well as above the tree, a man 
sitting on a verandah can be described as available in the house 
as well as outside the house, likewise, Brahman can be described 
as being in the heaven as well as above the heaven”. 


All the commentators agree on the purport of these three 
siitrcis no. 25, 26 and 27. In siltra no. 25, instead of nigaddt 
(on account of being declared), Ramanujacarya reads nigamdt 
(on account of a Vedic sentence). 

12 m<l-rMM|U||(ych<U|i^ | 

In Anandamayddhikarana already seen, it was decided that 
the word Anandamaya conveyed Brahman. Then by the implication 
of the analogous (upalaksana) it was seen that Annamaya, 
Pranamaya etc. also conveyed Brahman. Thus Prana connotes 
Brahman. Then in Prdnadhikarana it was specifically told that 


1 qi^tsfrj raw ipra i^rai (Chand. Up. 3-12-6). 

2 H^ci: <Kt l<t«il -J-Hllci: I (Chand. Up. 3-13-7). 
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lhe word Prana referred to Brahman only since the characteristic 
marks of Brahman were mentioned in regard to Prana. Again 
some objections might have been raised that some characteristic 
marks, which could not be of Brahman were mentioned in regard 
in Prana in some other contexts and hence Prana in those contexts 
might not convey Brahman. To remove this doubt the Sutrakdra 
iigam affirms in this Aclhikarana that Prana in such places also 
lonvevs Brahman. 

II 3T« % II (1-1-28) 

•W! ‘3RT wn:’ STM: jT^TT 3T*T =3 

Ml m n^T’ ^13 ***^1 TM: cffTC s^RT^FJ ^IT 

As in the foregoing sutra *ata eva Pranah’ (BS. 1-1-23) 
Priirn conveys Brahman only, similarly this term Prana heard 
ill many places in Aitareya Aranyaka' after the commencement 
a* 7 d va etah also signifies Brahman only, because the word 
Brahman as well as the exclusive characteristic marks of 
Brahman are repeatedly told. 

In keeping with the interpretation of Madhvacarya, 
K.ighavendratlrtha has taken the word Anugama to mean Anuvrtti 
l r repetition. But Saiikaracarya has interpreted the word Anugama 
ic. taiparya i.e. purport. So, according to Saiikaracarya. the surra 
'.iivs, SIM: efij cWI^IHIdJ Prana connotes that Brahman only, 
Iirrau.se the purport (of the Sruti sentences 2 ) is in that manner. 

There is no controversy among the commentators regarding 
the conclusion reached in this sutra , that Prana connotes 
Bhihman. The Sutrakdra further argues in support of this 
i uiu lusion, in the next sutra, which also indicates what topic 

• I Ims refers to a passage (Visayavdkya) from Aitareya Aranyaka taken bv 
Mm III vacurya. in which Prana is placed in the company of a group of sense organs, 
which breeds the doubt, which will be discussed later. 

’ Vmkaracarya ref ers to a passage from KausUaki Upantsuit which will be discussed 
m ilic next sutra. 

\ \ 
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under discussion could be in the mind of Badarayanavyasa, 
while composing the above siitra. 

Il3> ci^<| c HN^IIKkl II 

(1-1-29) 

^IcH^lld^ (SMT m) # %U^)' I % 3#*H(SF^) 

3|WtlrWH-VJ ^TTT l 

If il be said that on account of the speaker's reference to 
himself (as Prana), Prana does not denote Brahman, it is not 
so because in this chapter there are numerous references to 
Atman. 

Possibly based on the words ‘Vaktuh Atmopadesdt' meaning 
“because of the speaker’s reference to himself”, Saiikaracarya, 
Ramanujacarya and some other commentators have assumed that 
the topic under discussion in this Adhikarana is a conversation 
between lndra and Pratardana mentioned in KausTtakT Upanisad. 
A certain valiant king called Pratardana fought his way through 
and reached India. Pleased with Pratardana’s valour, lndra offered 
him a boon. Pratardana asked for that which would be most 
beneficial to mankind. To that lndra said, “know me only. I am 
Prana, the intelligent self’ 1 2 . Since lndra calls himself as Prana , 
this may create a doubt that Prana may connote lndra and not 
Brahman. According to Sankaracarya, this siilra decides that, 
since India has given this advice as the most beneficial for mankind 
and a man can attain the most desired liberation only from the 
knowledge of Brahman, the purport is that Prana connotes 
Brahman only. Eventhough, in this section there are characteristic 
marks of a presiding deity, vital breath and individual soul 
mentioned in regard to Prana, the purport of the entire section 
from the beginning ( upakrama ) to the conclusion ( upasamhdra ) 
shows that Prana conveys Brahman. 


1 R ifrl I TDK. 1-1-29. 

2 N-rlHife I muTtsiFR S|f IrKT I ($. BSB. 1-1-29). 
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Here, in the phrase vaktuh dtmopadesdt i.e. speaker’s reference 

10 himself, the speaker is already implied in the word dtmopadesdt. 
t >lher than the speaker, who else can talk about himself? Therefore 
I lie word vaktuh in the sutra appears superfluous. A sutra is said 
in he laconic ( alpdksaram ) and hence the Sutrakdra is not expected 
In use such redundant words. He is likely to be indicating something 
mure by using the word vaktuh. Vaktuh is in genitive case. In 
Sanskrit, the genetive case can be used for the subject ( kartd ) as 
well as the object {karma) 1 , when the verb is in a substantive form. 

I Inis, vaktuh can refer to the speaker Indra in a conversation, or 
in the listener. The listener could be a vaktd , the speaker or reciter 
ul something other than this conversation. Possibly on this clue, 
Madhvacarya takes a similar conversation between the god Indra 
iiml the sage Visvamitra mentioned in Aitareya Aranyaka , as the 
liipic of discussion ( visayavakya ) for this adhikarana. 

Visvamitra recited BrahtTsahasra (a sukta containing 1000 

11 iis) three times. God Indra, pleased with the recitation offers 
a boon lo Visvamitra. Visvamitra says to Indra: “Sir, I want to 
know you well”. Thereupon Indra declares to him- “O sage, 
I am Prana. You are Prana. All these creatures are Prana. Verily 
Prana is He who scorches (the worlds) and pervades the quarters 
with that form” and so on 2 . This raises a doubt as to whether 
Prana conveyed Indra or an individual soul like Visvamitra or 
I lie chief breath in all the creatures. Sutrakdra decides that Prana 
i i nmoles Brahman only and he gives a reason for this conclusion 
m ihe second half of the sutra (29) as ‘ Adhyatmasambandhabhumd 
hvasmin.' Sarikaracarya has interpreted this phrase as follows: 
"on account of the numerous references ( Sambandhabhuma ) to 
Ihe inner self {adhydtma i.e. pratyagdtmd ), in this chapter 
l a.Miiin)" 3 . This reasoning does not appear to bring out any 


I : ffcl 1 (Panini 2-3-65). The sixth case affix is employed afler a word, 

m denoting the agent and the object, when used along with a kri affix (3.1.93) 
(S. C. Vasu Vol. I. p. 302). 

• MNK. I. p. 127. 

i Mvqn i cHu’ sRJ: H51 OTco-tth i 

IS BSB. 1-1-29). 
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substantial new point other than what is said by the word 
‘anugamat ’ in the previous siitra. Sutrakara normally takes up 
an objection raised by a Purvapaksin, in the first half of the sutra 
and then gives a convincing refutation in the second half. The 
Siddhanta view that Prana connotes Brahman since there are 
numerous references to that effect or the purport of many sentences 
therein is to that effect, is already known in the previous sutra 
no. 28, Prdnastathdnugarndt. Here in sutra 29, a specific objection 
is raised that when someone (like Indra) says “I am Prana ”, how 
this claim of identity with Prana can be reconciled with the 
Siddhanta view that Prana conveys Brahman. This reconciliation 
does not appear to have been convincingly accomplished by 
saying that there are numerous references to Brahman in this 
chapter. 

Ramanujacarya also has given an interpretation similar to that 
of Sahkaracarya. He says that, since a multitude of characteristics 
which exclusively pertain to Brahman has been mentioned in this 
chapter. Prana connotes Brahman'. This also does not convincingly 
reconcile Indra’s claim of identity with Prana, and the view that 
Prana conveys Brahman. 

The reconciliation is contained in the phrase ‘Adhydtma- 
sambandhabhuma hyasmin.’ i.e. “by virtue of there being a 
profusion of the contact with the Supreme Self in him (Indra) at 
the time.’’ 2 In other words, the Sutrakara avers that when Indra 
says, “1 am Prana ” he does not claim identity with Brahman but 
only exclaims his extreme, awareness of the fact that all his 
(Indra’s) powers flow from Prana i.e. Brahman. It becomes clearer 
in the reference to the conversation between Indra and Visvamitra 
where Indra says “O Sage, I am verily Prana , You are Prana, 
all these beings are Prana ” 3 . 

| <HHIcHWMKViy*fd«-viT I 

(Sribhasya 1.1.30). 

2 BNK. I. p. 127. 

3 smnt qt i miurtcjhj ann frawr ifjqpt i (a.a. 2.2.3). 
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Thus, according to Madhvacarya, the exposition (vrtti) of this 
•aura is: 

•M/j: qftgs d*iRw ‘spit sn mzw* 

WV # 3TIc*W: ^ S||U|ctqi RMt 5^ T? 

*lN^^ aiWrlH: q^TTc^: 3H^RTg^ cI^TOT 

•MPiTt m smi IcgRB: I 

Since Indra addressing Visvamitra who recited 
llrliatisahasra , says “O sage, I am Prana ”, if it be said that 
Prana does not denote Brahman, it is not so, because such 
utterance of Indra as “I am Prana ” is by virtue of profuse 
Influence of the Supreme Being in Indra at that time. 

Visvamitra knew Indra’s bravery and his fights with enemies. 
Ins jealousy, his attachment to his position, his weakness for 
women and so on. But, on recital of BrhatTsahasra by Visvamitra, 
Indi a appeared before Visvamitra in all his effulgence and offering 
a boon. On seeing Indra in that luminous form, possibly Visvamitra 
.fused that some greater power could be speaking to him through 
India. Therefore, when Visvamitra says to Indra: “Sir, I want to 
know you well”, perhaps he wanted to know from Indra (i) the 
identity of that power and (ii) its attributes. Otherwise he would 
noi have desired to know Indra whom he knew earlier 1 . To the 
In si part of the question Indra says, “O Sage, I am Prana ”, and 
lo (lie second, “you are Prana , all these beings are Prana ; Prana 
i-. that which scorches (the worlds) and pervades the quarters with 
dial form” 2 . This is the mystic way of expressing the fact that 
die indwelling ( Antaryamin ) source of power in everyone and 
everything is that Brahman. Such utterances emerge from the 
mystic when he stands flooded by the Divine Power as his own 
\ntarydmin as well as that of every one and every thing’. This 
i’. die purport of the phrase ‘Adhyatmasambandhabhuma’. 


i U.TWT 3iw-nai<i (tp. 1 - 1 - 29 ) 

’ IlNK. I. p. 133. 
i IlNK. I. p. 133. 
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In order to show that the usage of such a language is quite 
common in mystic tradition, Sutrakara gives an illustration in the 
next sutra. 

II & # 11 (1-1-30) 

The declaration is from the standpoint of sastra only, like 
the declaration of Vamadeva. 

Saiikaracarya has interpreted this sutra thus: India a deity, 
had the Rsi-Ukc insight that “I am Brahman ”, which is vouched 
for by the Scriptures. Therefore he instructed (Pratardana) 
as “you know me only’', just as Rsi Vamadeva having obtained 
this insight, understood as “I became Manu, 1 became Surya” 
etc. 


This is not convincing. As per Rgveda (4-27-1,2), Vamadeva, 
while he was still in his mother’s womb, was believed to be aware 
of his former lives that he was once Manu, once Surya and once 
Rsi Kakslvan the Brahmin. How can one get Scriptural insight 
while in Mother’s womb? Secondly, when a person attains true 
Monistic insight, he is expected to say, “I am Brahman , I am 
everything’', and not “I became Brahman, I became everything”. 
Advaita exhorts understanding what already exists and there is no 
question of anyone becoming anything. The root ‘bhu’ in Sanskrit 
has both the meanings, ‘to be’ and ‘to become’. Therefore, the 
expressions of Vamadeva* quoted above, can be as “I was Manu. 
I was Surya” and not as “1 became Manu, I became Surya” etc. 

Rsi Vamadeva is considered as a staunch devotee of Indra and 
is credited to be the seer of the majority of hymns in the fourth 
Mandala of Rgveda. The hymns of this Mandala are mostly in 
praise of Indra. These hymns are full of riddles and the language 
there in is mystic. The exclamations that “I became Manu, 1 
became Surya” etc., assumed to have been uttered by Rsi 
Vamadeva, are from the hymn IV-26 of Rgveda. From the excerpts 
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quoted below from the book "The seers of the Rgveda" written 
by V. G. Rahurkar, one can see that there is no unanimity amongst 
the scholars, on the conjecture that Vamadeva uttered these words. 

[We may begin with stanzas IV-26.1-3 1 , — The translation 
of the stanzas as given by Griffith 2 is as follows: (1)1 was 
aforetime Manu, I was Surya: I am the sage KaksTvan, holy 
singer, Kutsa, the son of ArjunT. I am the sapient USana: behold 
me. (2) I have bestowed the earth upon the Arya and rain upon 
llie man who brings oblation. I guided forth the loud roaring 
waters and the gods moved according to my pleasures. (3) In 
the wild joy of soma I demolished ninety-nine forts of 
Sambara and also the hundredth habitation when helping 
Divodas Atithigva. 

Sayana, while commenting on these stanzas does not seem 
l<> be quite sure as to who the speaker of these stanzas is. 

Griffith 3 is of the opinion that Indra is the speaker of the first 
three stanzas. 

Pischel 4 says that. IV-26 is an Indra-sukta and that the first 
three stanzas are spoken by Indra. 

Sieg 5 is of the opinion that in the first three stanzas Indra 
praises himself. 

The stanzas in question can, however, be perhaps best 
interpreted if Indra is taken to be its speaker. Presumably Indra 

i ngwi 5 &twh wt; i +I46 ?ri 'mar 

Hill? II (RV. 4-26-1). 

^13^7 HrMIM I aRTTRI 3HR 4I44IMI HH II 

(l<v. 4-26-2). 

US yt H^UIHI W HHTTT: I 5RT7I*i Wddldl Kdl^HTHplW^ 

'riTOtJI* II (RV. 4-26-3). 

1 Hymns of Rgveda, I. p. 428 (VGR. p. 51). 
i llvtnns of Rgveda, I. p. 428 (VGR. p. 52 fn). 

I Vcd. Siud. Vol. I p. 206 (VGR. p. 52 In). 

*> Sagcnstoffe der Rgveda (VGR. p. 52 fn). 
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is glorifying his magical miraculous power by means of which 
he was able to assume any form he liked 1 ] 2 . 

Thus there is a possibility that the words ,l I was Manu, 1 was 
Surya” etc. could have been attributed by Vamadev to Indra in 
his Indrasiikta. In that case, these lndra's words only cannot be 
considered as an independent evidence in support of an 
interpretation of lndra’s utterance 'I am Prana' as indicative of 
his realization of oneness of all souls. India is known to have 
eulogized himself many times. It is difficult to surmise that this 
self-praise is a result of his knowledge of oneness of souls. 

The attempt of Sutrakdra in this sutra and die previous one 
is to reconcile the Siddhdnta view that ‘ ‘ Prana connotes Brahman ’ ’ 
with India’s claim that “i am Prana". IT the Monistic view of 
Scriptures were to be accepted, the reconciliation would have 
been much simpler. Sutrakdra could have simply said 
‘JTvabrahmanorabheddt’ instead of the complicated expression 
‘adhycitmasambandhabhuma hyasmin' . This illustration of 
Vamadeva or anyone would not have been necessary at all. Further, 
if we accept Sahkaracarya’s interpretation that Indra had the 
insight that “I am Brahman", which is vouched for by the 
Scriptures, then it amounts to that the Brahmasutras are mutually 
inconsistent. For, the author has earlier categorically declared in 
siitra 3 21, that Brahman is different from Indra etc. 

To tide over these difficulties, Madhvacarya has given an 
entirely different interpretation. T«’ is taken as a particle for 
emphasis, in the sense of ‘only’. The word 'Sdstra ’ 4 has been 
interpreted as the indwelling ruler, antarydmin. Madhvacarya 
quotes an authority for this interpretation from Bhdgavata 4 5 . 


1 5^ UFTTFT: I (RV. 6-47-18) (VGR. p. 52 fn). 

2 VGR. p. 52. 

4 *iR-d)w 5nwi,3FtroWti ffrNsw tdk. i-i-36. 

5 r^nt nraiiir.: 51^41 yicH4 :1 

(Bhag. 1 - 6 - 17 ). 

The all knowing (inner) (5WH) controller, who causes the stales of dream, 

deep sleep and waking, is the highest goal (to be reached). 
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The term sastra formed according to Unadisutra 
'\arvadhdtubhyastran ’can stand for both the ‘ruler; and the 
'rule’.The term s'astra or sdsana usually means an order, a 
command or a rule. A rule is the prescribed action when many 
options are available. The propensity to act in a particular way 
could be according to the dictates of a state-authority, religious- 
nuthority, subject-authority or, more often than not, the inner 
conscience of the actor. And this intangible power called conscience 
is nothing but the indwelling ruler antarydmin. In practice, just 
ns the word Government is used to designate both the Governor 
•md the governance, the term sastra and sdsana can be used for 
both the rule and the ruler. Therefore, it is perfectly logical to take 
the word sastra in the sense of the indwelling ruler antaryamin. 

The exposition of this surra according to Madhvacarya is : 
•TIWttMl SFrTCTFTCCTT ^ m 3 

dffdj 

The utterance (of Indra) as “I am Prana ” is from the 
Mnudpoint of the Inner Ruler of all only, just as Vamadeva 
Mild from the standpoint of his individual self that “I was 
Miinu” etc. 

Thus, ‘Sdstradrsti’ directly means 4 Anlaryamidrsti', and 
V nstradrstyd’ means from die standpoint of the Inner Ruler of 
nil'. As mentioned in the previous sutra when Visvamitra saw 
India in all his effulgence, he desired to know from Indra the 
identity of that effulgence and its attributes. Instead of giving a 
■ample reply as “That is Prana, Prana is in me. Prana is in you, 
I'hinn is in all beings”, Indra talks from the standpoint of the 
i lliilgcnt Ruler in him, i.e. India replies in a mystic and poetic 

I MINU - Rl^-ld | ^^TT. V-tV licl 5^1 (3l«^fHSjH! 

•IWI: ^iwg: I p. 68.) 

IINK I p. 134 


HI 
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fashion as though his inner Ruler is speaking, and says ”0 Sage, 
In am Prana, you are Prana, all these beings are Prana”. To 
make the matter clear the author quotes in this surra the example 
of Vamadeva, who was aware of his former lives while he was 
still in his mother’s womb, and how he expressed from the 
standpoint of his soul that “I was Manu and Surya, I was Rsi 
Kakslvan the Brahmin” 1 . The comparison is only for the awareness. 
I do not think that the author has considered this as the monistic 
realization of oneness of all. 


II 



rl'UMHci, & II 


( 1 - 1 - 31 ) 


i V-m-vk ^ 1 

51F1FI m H SMt 

I c^TTrB: ^ddfe^Hd'Mdcdd ^TNRTM^TTT^ 
31TT%tdc c lld N ^ThcqidJ dt^t 3TT^'hlKHqd MWllc^ 

^lldj 


The words Prano Brahma’ are continued. The terms 
‘sastradrstya tu upadesah’ are also continued and placed after 
‘na’ which refutes the Purvapaksa. 

If it be said that since in Aitareya Aranyaka the 
characteristic marks of Jiva like a hundred year life span etc. 
and those of Mukhyaprdna like his conversation with other 
sense organs etc. are mentioned with respect to Prana, Prana 
does not convey Brahman, then it is not so. Prana is Brahman 
only, because the mention of the characteristic marks of Jiva 
and Mukhyaprdna is from the standpoint of Prana as their 
indwelling ruler only. The purpose of describing Brahman 
in this way as the indwelling ruler is to be in conformity 


I BNK. I. p. 128. 
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with the three types of meditation told in this chapter viz. 
(i) Brahman as the indwelling ruler, (ii) Brahman as present 
outside and (iii) Brahman as omnipresent. In this section of 
A.A. the topic of these three kinds of meditation is resorted 
lo. It is quite proper to have three types of meditation to suit 
I la* devotees of different capabilities. 

The knowledgeable ones can meditate on the all-pervasive 
Brahman , the yogis can meditate on Brahman in their own 
heart and the ordinary people can meditate on Brahman in idols 
outside. 

This is a rather complex sutra. The initial portion 
hvamukhyaprdnalingat na id cel no ’ clearly states the Purvapaksa 
mid its negation. The Siddhdnta ‘Prano Brahma eva, sastradrstyd 
iii npadesah ' is continued from the preceding sutras. Then there 
lire three probanses ( hetus ), each one answering a corollary 
i|tiestion, progressively. The Siddhdnta is that though the 
i haracteristics of Jlva and Mukhyaprana are mentioned for Prana , 
Pinna is Brahman only because the mention of the characteristics 
ol Jiva and Mukhyaprana is from the standpoint of Prana as their 
indwelling ruler only. The corollary question 1 is what for is this 
indwelling ruler mentioned here. The first probans 
upasatraividhyat' reminds that there are three kinds of meditation 
mi the indwelling ruler, (i) within one’s self, (ii) out of self and 
i in) in everything. The second corollary is why are these methods 
nl meditation referred to here. The second probans 'dsritatvdtiha' 
answers that in this section (of A. A.) tire topic of three kinds of 
meditation is resorted to 2 . The next question is that when one type 
nl meditation is enough, why three kinds of meditation are told. 
I ln* third probans ‘tadyogdt’ answers: It is quite proper to have 

I VML.I-I-31). 

■ e« anfadHidj (Vml. 1 - 1-31 j. 
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three types of meditation to suit the devotees of different 
capabilities'. 

V. S. Ghate observes that Sahkaracarya has given two different 
interpretations of this sutra 1 2 : 

(1) “If it be said that Brahman is not meant on account 
of the characteristic marks of individual soul and the chief vital 
air being mentioned, we reply, no; for your interpretation would 
lead to or would necessitate thrce-foldness of devout meditation, 
which it is inappropriate to assume”. 

(2) “Even the characteristic marks of the individual soul as 
well as the chief vital air are not out of place in a chapter whose 
topic is Brahman, on account of the three-foldness of devout 
meditation; i.e. the chapter actually aims at enjoining three kinds 
of devout meditation according as Brahman is viewed under the 
aspect of Prana, under the aspect of Prajhd or in its own nature”. 

He further opines : “Ramanujacarya, Nimbarka and Madhva 
follow the second way of explaining the ablative; while Vallabha 
follows the first way; and no doubt, the second way is more 
natural”. 


☆ ir ^ 


1 re! - C1S4M IldJ rR^f 

qhntl. JjThHIdJ (TDK. I-1-31). 

2 VSG. p.56. 



Chapter IV 
Adhyaya I, Pada 2 

fefrq: qi^: |) 

II 3% ufa^to^lldL #> II (1-2-1) 

drj $Ic1 3 eld I ?Icf I tHdd tld^d 4 IdcdH 

•l^TR sdfte p L KHIcMM MKte<W 

tITpiH 4 q?Wq ^ fo4F4p fR 4^‘lldJ 

Tattu is to be continued from sutra 1.1.4. Ucyamanam is to 
be supplied for compatibility. What is being told as present in 
nil the things everywhere on the Earth etc. is that Supreme 
Being only, because in scriptures that has been described by 
I lie word Brahman as ‘this only is spoken of as Brahman 
which word is popularly known to denote the Supreme Being 
only. 

Madhvacarya explains this sutra with reference to a passage 
lvisayavdkya) from Aitareya Aranyaka viz 1 : “This Sun is the 
essence of that ( Brahman ) who is being described. It should be 
understood that He who is without a body, is intelligent and that 
I le and that who is in this Sun are one and the same. Therefore, 
the Sun is in the company of everyone. All this description is from 
( Rf>veda ) mantra. ‘He who is the essence / soul of all moveable 
and immoveable things in this universe, who is attainable by the 
learned, pervades in and through this Earth, Heaven and the 
intermediate space between the two. This mantra becomes fruitful 

qwnfJTTJ^: I 3tr SJl <J|c(l<JWfT ^TI^TT 'HUdt-d+^Ua’ I 

dvD^HMi fid 5 CTTfx I 1 <dH J dldt'( 4 l c e 

ngrai) udHf^i^d crFj rr dnre rel q^t ddfMid^ 

'Td SUHW <3Jt ^3 '!,cl*iq 5Rt I (A.A. 3.2.3). 
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to the one who properly inquires into it’, thus said Rsi Badhva 1 2 . 
Him the Bahvrcas ( Rgvedi Brahmanas) laud in the great Uktha 
(BrahatTsaliasra), the Adhvaryus (YajurvediBrahmanas) in Agni, 
the Chandogas (SamavedJ Brahmanas) in Mahdvrata stotra. The 
wise ones proclaim Him to be present in this Earth, in Heaven, 
in the Wind, in the Sky, in the Waters, in herbs, in trees, in the 
Moon and in the stars. In all these beings, they declare Him to 
be existing as Brahman" 1 . In the previous passage of Aiiareya 
Aranyaka (3-2-2), there are also indications of the description of 
the Jivdtman in Caksurmayah Srotramayah Chandomayah etc. 

Even though the passages start ( Upakrama ) with the names 
like Sun, JTva etc. the concluding ( Upasamhdra) sentence 
categorically states that this all-pervasive entity is called Brahman. 
Therefore, the sutra declares that, "the use of the term Brahman , 
which by its established usage refers to the highest Brahman, is 
sufficient to disprove the claims of Aditya, JTva and others" 3 . The 
purport of this sutra is that Brahman has the characteristic mark 
of pervading in and through everything in the universe, sentient 
and insentient. 

Sankaracarya interprets this sutra thus: “(That which is to be 
meditated upon as consisting of mind etc. is Brahman) because 
of the teaching of what is well known everywhere” 4 . Normally 
a probans (hetu) in a sutra establishes some predicate/ assertion 
(pratijhd) in the same sutra or in a previous sutra of the same 
Adhikarana. The above mentioned one is the first sutra of this 
Adhikarana and also of the Pada. Sankaracarya has treated the 
whole of the sutra as a probans (hetu). That leaves the predicate 
wide open to the imagination of the commentators and renders 
the purport of the sutra doubtful. Earlier in Anandamay adhikarana. 


1 TP- RR. 1-2-1. 

2 RNK I p. 141. 

3 I3NK I p. 141. 

4 t TC?RT tlW frU? (S. BSB. 1-2-1). 
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Sankaracarya has argued that since 'mayat' conveyed modification 
and manomaya conveyed a sheath ( kosa ), manomayatva could 
not be given the status of being the mark of Brahman. It has been 
treated as a characteristic of andtman. The same manomayatva 
is being raised here to the status of a characteristic mark of 
Brahman. Such inconsistent interpretations do not convince 
anyone. 

Following Sankaracarya, Ramanujacarya also takes the same 
passage from Chandogya Upanisad as reference ( Visayavakya) 
viz. “Verily all this universe is Brahman. From Him do all things 
originate, into Him do they dissolve and by Him are they 
sustained” 1 . Ramanujacarya interprets this sutra as follows: 
"Everywhere (i.e. in this world referred to by the word sarvarh 
in ‘sarvaih khalvidarii brahma') the being which has been denoted 
hy the term Brahman and placed in apposition with the world and 
spoken of as partaking of the nature of all, is indeed the Supreme 
Being. The particle ‘ id ’ placed after ' tajjalan ’ sums up the reason 
(hetu) why Brahman is said to be all this” 2 . Ramanujacarya 
treated the word sarvatra in the sutra and sarvath in the visayavakya 
as synonyms. Sarvatra is an indeclinable and sarvarh is a pronoun 
in the nominative case. It appears that Ramanujacarya’s selection 
of visayavakya is not befitting. 

V. S. Ghate says: “this Adhikarana shows, according to all 
except Madhvacarya, that the being which consists of mind 
( manomayah ), whose body is breath (pranasanrah) etc. enjoined 
lo be meditated upon in Chandogya Upanisad III-14-1 and 2, is 
in*1 the individual soul but Brahman” 3 . But, on account of the 
reasons shown above, it is doubtful whether this topic was in the 
mind of the Sutrakdra, while composing the sutras of this 
Adhikarana. 

I w cMt-HMW 5TFH jqRfta I (Chand.Up. 3.14.1). 

tWltfMHN tab «KjllcM4! mi (SrTbhasya 1-2-1) (BNK I p. 147). 

> V.SG. p. 57. 
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The Sutrakara adduces another reason in the next .surra in 
support of the assertion made here. 



( 1 - 2 - 2 ) 


Wl%: ^ I 


cTg deilq M4l§ldMl 3rf> 


And because the qualities that are going to be expressed 
in the concluding passage ( Upasathhara ) of the Aitareya 
Aranyaka (3-2-4), are appropriate in Brahman , the Being told 
as present everywhere (in the Earth etc.) is that Brahman 
only. 


The characteristic of all-pervasiveness cannot, therefore, be 
applied to the Sun or any other being. The conclusion 
(Upasamhdra ) is stronger than the beginning ( Upakrama ). The 
conclusion 1 speaks of that Being as the all-pervasive one who 
cannot be heard, comprehended or thought of in all His fullness, 
who submits to none, who cannot be seen directly or known 
indirectly in all His fullness, who cannot be ordered, who listens 
to all, thinks of all, sees all but reports to none, who knows all 
and who is the conscious inner Person in all. These characteristics 
cannot be expected in any one except Brahman. 

Since the name of the Sun {aditya) and the characteristics of 
an individual soul (Jiva) like the possession of eyes, ears etc. 
(caksurmayah, srotramaydh ), are heard in the same chapter of 
Aitareya Aranyaka, under discussion, if one doubts why the Sun 
or JTva should not be taken as the all-pervasive entity, then the 
next sutra answers the question. 

II ^ STTCft: # II (1-2-3) 
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*3^ I I twirl wk: 

3TTT^ 0 & 37 5TlfkF7 I 

4 Sarvatra ucyamancim' is to be continued. Tu is for emphasis. 

The all-pervasive entity is not the embodied individual soul, 
Sun or Jiva, because all pervasiveness is certainly inapplicable 
to individual souls. 

Individual soul being atomic in size, cannot be all-pervasive. 
In the passage (Visayavdkya) referred to under sutra 1-2-1 the 
Being described as AsarTrah, prajndtmd cannot be equated with 
sdrlrah, the embodied individual soul. According to Saiikaracarya 
(his sutra tells that “it is true that God resides in the body but 
lie is outside as well and is all-pervading. The individual soul 
resides in the body alone— 

The next sutra offers another reason to confirm the conclusion 
reached here that the individual soul cannot be the all-pervasive 
entity and that it is different from Brahman. 

II & to II (1-2-4) 

3lkkt-3 =3 3 5TRk: 3Tt3: 

JWTcTc^R I 

The words 4 sarvatra ucyamdnasya' and 4 sdrirasya ’ are to be 
continued with the changed case-endings. Since the all-pervasive 
entity is mentioned as an object (J karma ) and the embodied 
Individual soul as subject ( karta ), the individual soul is not the 
nil-pervasive entity Brahman. 

The axiom used here is that in any action, normally one and 
the same thing cannot be both subject and object. 


I SRK. p. 271. 
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All the commentators agree on the purport of this sutra, but 
they continue to refer to the passages, as done in the previous 
sutra. Sankaracarya refers to a passage from Chandogya Upanisad 
(3-14-4)'. “Into him, I shall enter, on departing hence”. Here the 
object of meditation is declared to be different from the meditator 
who is the individual soul. Ramanujacarya says 1 2 , "The soul which 
obtains is the person meditating and the Highest Brahman that 
is to be obtained is the object of meditation. Brahman , therefore, 
is something different from the attaining soul”. Madhvacarya 
refers to a sentence from Aitareya Aranyaka (3-2-3). “ Atmdnam 
parasmai sarhsati”. Here Brahman is the topic of discourse i.e. 
Karma and the JTva is the exponent i.e. kartd. Hence the two are 
different. 

If one insists that the term Brahman used in the passage under 
discussion should be taken as referring to JTva on account of the 
strong evidence of peculiar attributes of JTva like having eyes etc. 
mentioned therein, the next surra refutes the same. 

II & & II (1-2-5) 

chiRiK'W flMyKUirdV^Nl^ *3 5IRTW: I 

Since the word Brahman is used with an emphasis (eva) 
it cannot be taken to denote a JTva. 

In the passage (AA 3-2-3) referred to earlier while explaining 
the sutra 1-2-1, in the concluding sentence “ Etameva Brahma 
ityacaksate ”, the emphatic way in which the term Brahman is 
used along with * Eva ’ to denote the all-pervasive entity shows 
that the word does not convey an embodied individual soul. This 
sutra repudiates a possible argument that since the word Brahman 
is used to denote a JTva in a secondary sense and since the terms 
like caksurmayah , which are indicative of JTva are used in the 


1 SRK. p. 271. 

2 SRK. p. 271 
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Aranyaka, Brahman may connote JTva also. One can say Jlva is 
also called Brahman but not JTva alone is Brahman. Thus, the all 
-pervasive Brahman is different from individual soul. On this 
sutra Sahkaracarya also concludes that “the two (i.e. Brahman 
and JTva) are different as they are denoted by different words’’ 1 . 

The next sutra adduces another evidence for holding Brahman 
only as the all-pervasive entity. 

II # II (1-2-6) 

?Tcf Id W ^ I 

The statement in Smrti ( BG. 10-20) like, “O Arjuna, I am 
the Self seated in the hearts of all beings” also confirms the 
view that the all-pervasive entity is Brahman only (and not 
JTva). 

Sahkaracarya interprets this sutra as telling that “the Smrti 
also demonstrates the difference between JTva and Paramdtman" 2 . 


The previous four consecutive sutras are interpreted by 
Sahkaracarya as establishing the difference between Paramdtman 
and JTvatman. The sutras are composed by Vedavyasa and 
interpreted by Sahkaracarya. And Sahkaracarya remarks here that 3 
‘ ‘The Paramdtman only, when He is limited by the adjuncts body, 
senses, mind and intellect, is treated as JTvatman by the 
simpletons(!)”. 

V. S. Ghate opines : “This Adhikarana is very important for 
mu purpose, in that it contains many sutras speaking of the 
difference of nature between Brahman and JTva, e.g. sutras 3. 4, 
S, 6 and 8, and Sankara has to add his usual explanation alter sutra 
h that all this difference is to be understood as unreal and only 


i 

1 

l 


I (S. BSD. 1-2-5). 

I (S. BSB. 1-2-6). 

(S.BSB. 1-2-6). 
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due to the false limiting adjuncts of the Highest Self; whereas 
other commentators do not feel the necessity of any such 
explanation” 1 . 

The next sCara refutes another objection against holding 
Brahman as the all-pervasive entity. 

# II (1-2-7) 

W& cT^ m 3dd I 3TFffrT: I dpiT: 

?TcT 

5TTCT*R =d%4c|cdlf<dT cC|i|^||d^ 
d Hddd W m 3TV|+l+frdd ^4-MIKHI 

pMMdld? W cC||Hfi||N cqfa M=W^1 

3Rf^JTd: d*TT d^TTSTq vjcTRFTlfl fNd: I 


The words ‘sarvatra’ and ‘tot tu are continued. The term 
‘vyapadesai ’ is repeated. Since Brahman is said to be present 
in all the beings i.e. Brahman has the characteristic of being 
in the tiny heart cavities of all the beings, and (in the same 

A 

Sruti) the characteristics of Jiva such as having eyes etc. are 
told, if it be said that the all-pervasive entity is not Brahman, 
it is not so. For, that unlimited Brahman’s characteristics of 
remaining in tiny abodes and caksurmayatva i.e. being the 
controller of the sense-organs 4 , are told for the purpose of 
meditation. Just as the sky, though unlimited, can remain in 
different places (like pots), Brahman can be present in the 
hearts of beings. 


1 VSG p-57. 

2 k Arbhaka' means small and ‘ okah ’ means a house. Therefore, 'arbhakaukastva 
signifies the attribute of being in a minute abode. 

3 The root Vtiyr' means both to see and to worship. Therefore, the verb niedyati 
tntedyate indicates an act of continuous menial worship i.e. meditation. 

(TP. 1-2-7). 
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This is a complicated sutra. There are three probanses. The 
first two are parts of Purvapaksa and the third indicates the 
Siddhdnta. In addition, there is an example of the sky. It just 
illustrates that a pervading entity can be in a tiny place as well. 
I lowever, it should not be further construed that the sky is identical 
with Brahman in all respects. The expression nicdyyatvdt used 
in this siitra (from the root cavr to see) should be enough to show 
llial the Updsana of Brahman as existing in all beings is not 
merely an assumptive worship but an act of sincere faith based 
on facts'. It means that meditation on Brahman present in one’s 
own heart-cavity is not a symbolic act like saluting the flag of 
ii nation, but an act of propitiating the Paramatman actually 
abiding in the heart. 

V. S. Ghate says, 2 “It is interesting to note that the word 
iadvyapadesdt lit. ‘owing to the mention of that’ is explained by 
.ill as meaning alpatva{anutva)-vyapadesat i.e. owing to the 
mention of minuteness and as stating one of the reasons in favour 
of the JTva being referred to in the passage in question. Does it 
not imply an admission, on the part of the Sutrakdra, of the 
minuteness of the JTva , accepted by all except Sankara, according 
io whom alone the JTva is as omnipresent as the Brahman ?” 


The next sutra clears another doubt regarding the presence 
of Brahman in the body of every being. 


II 



^ # II (1-2-8) 


rs rvfs *\ 


If it be said that because the individual soul and the 
Supreme Being reside in the same body, the Supreme Being 
may also have to experience the pleasure and pain along with 
I lie JTva, it is not so, because there is difference in the ability 
of the two. 


1 I1NK 1 p. 142. 
• VS(i p-57. 
i M BSB 1-2-8. 



86 BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS IBS.I-2-8,9] 

Madhvaclirya quotes a verse 1 from Garuda-Purdnci , which 
explains the purport of this sutra. “Lord is omniscient. Jiva 
knows little. Lord is omnipotent. Jiva has limited power. Lord 
is independent. Jiva is dependant. Because of this difference in 
the characteristics of the two. Lord does not have to experience 
pleasure and pain as Jiva does”. 

2 ^Tjc c llN c M, u l*iJ 

II & 3TtTT ■*KM'W£U|ld. H d-2-9) 

The devourer is that Brahman only because of the taking 
in the (entire) movable and immovable (world) as eatable. 

Earlier ( sutra 1-1-2) it was said that “ Brahman is that which 
is responsible for the creation, subsistence and destruction etc. of 
the whole universe”. This siitra confirms that the destroyer or 
devourer of the entire movable and immovable world is Brahman 
only and not any other person like Aditi, the mother of deities. 

There is no controversy amongst the commentators about the 
purport of this sutra. But they explain the siitra by referring to 
different passages in the Vedas. Madhvacarya refers to a passage 
from Brhaddranyakopanisad , viz. “Whatever He created He 
resolved to eat. He eats everything. Hence all the devourership 
to Aditi” 2 . 

The word Aditi is normally understand as the name of a 
mythological Goddess. She had twelve sons called Adityas, and 
the twelfth was Visnu. But in the text quoted here from Brha. Up., 
the word Aditi denotes Brahman only who is referred to here by 
the masculine pronoun 'Sah' at the beginning of the sentence, 


1 

2 


« J:^M3d l H^ l cHd3 l TH<AftlHdd : I HldiWUd^ l ^ lt fhTfnt I 

(M.BSB.1-2-8.) 

n dT^^Hlirqd dT atrftid I (Brha. Up. 1-2-5). 
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because the capacity to devour all the movable and immovable 
things in the universe can be attributed to Brahman only. 

Sahkaracarya and, following him, others have explained this 
Sutra, referring to a passage from Kathopanisad , viz. “for whom 
both the brdhmanas and the ksatriyas become food, and for whom 
death is the sauce, who can know in this way, where He is?”'. 
lUil here, the sense of entire movable and immovable world has 
to be inferred from the secondary signification ( laksanavrtti) of 
llu* words, brdhmanas and ksatriyas. 

In the sutra, the subject tat repeated from a previous sutra 
is in neuter gender whereas the predicate ‘ atta' is in masculine 
gender, so as to be in conformity with the masculine words l sah\ 
Alma, ‘Atta ’ in the passage referred to from the Sruti. 

The Sutrakdra offers another reason for holding Brahman as 
the devourer, in the next sutra. 


II # MWIN II (1-2-10) 

TTtTT cTtJ (cdN) ^ I 


And on account of the topic under discussion being the 
Supreme Being in the passages referred to from the Sruti, the 
devourer is that ( Brahman ) only. This applies equally to both 
the references, one from Brhaddranyakopanisad and another from 
Kuthopanisad. 


} JjdIN'MUlHJ 

II & MWOTl'c^WI ft 3=0 II (1-2-11) 


dicjqr-d<rcwra^^qRtfti ^ ft (gft) d^Hidj 


i to a® ^ ^ ^ i ^ tot ^ m ii 

(Kalha. Up. 1-2-25). 
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The words \rlam pibantau' follow on account compatibility 
of sense. The two who have entered into the cave (of a being), 
imbibing the fruits of good deeds, are the two special forms 

of Brahman only known as Atman and Antaratman because 

✓ 

that is stated so (in Srutis). 

The passage considered by all the commentators for explaining 
this sutra is a mantra from Kathopanisad (1-3-1), viz. “The 
knowers of Brahman , the worshippers of five fires, and those who 
perform the Nachiketa sacrifice thrice, compare to shade and 
light, the two enjoyers of the inevitable results of good work, who 
have entered within the body, into the cavity (of the heart) which 
is the supreme abode of the Supreme Being (Brahman)"' . Who 
are these two who have entered the cave of the heart and who 
enjoy the fruits of good deeds? 

Sankaracarya raises the questions 2 - (i) Are the two selves 
intelligence (buddhi) and the individual soul (JTva) (Purvapaksa 
i.e. opponent view from the Sdhkhya stand point)?, or are they 
the individual soul and the Supreme Self (Siddhdnta view)?. The 
Sdhkhya view does not stand a chance because of the word 
atmanau, which expects both as sentient principles whereas buddhi 
is insentient. Sankaracarya supports this conclusion by the maxim 
that ‘ ‘When it is said that a second to this cow should be found, 
another cow only would be searched and not a horse or a man’’ 3 . 
The difficulty in accepting the second alternative is that the 
characteristic of enjoying .the fruits of actions can no doubt, be 
attributed to the individual soul, but not to Brahman. Sankaracarya 
however, assumes that the characteristic of enjoying the fruits of 
actions can be attributed to Brahman also figuratively on the 
analogy of Chattrinyaya. A group of people may be figuratively 

M«IIN*dl: II (Kalha. Up. 1-3-1). 

2 SRK. p. 275. 



lll\ I Ml| 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 


89 


described as carrying umbrellas even though only some of them 
may be carrying the umbrellas. This is known as Chattrinyaya. 
Uainanujacarya suggests another explanation. Even though the 
hvatman is the actual enjoyer, the other Atman (Brahman ) can 
It regarded as the enjoyer indirectly, since the (Brahman) causes 
ui enables the JTvatnian to enjoy 1 . Both the above explanations 
involve understanding through secondary signification 
i hiksandvrtti). 

But Madhvacarya does not agree with these explanations. In 
I he preliminary sutra ‘Tattu samanvaydf (1-1-4) the Sutrakara 
has promised to show in this Samanvayadhydya , how the scriptural 
words and passages, when properly interpreted, characterize 
Brahman, in their highest primary sense. The emphatic particle 
in in tattu indicates that the proper interpretation characterizes 
Brahman alone. In the above interpretations of Sankaracarya and 
Uainanujacarya, the mark of enjoyership is primarily attributed 
lo .Hvatman and figuratively to Brahman. But the word sukrta in 
the mantra (Katha Up. 1-3-1) is worth noting. Sukrta means the 
merits or good actions. The mantra refers to the enjoyment of the 
limis of good actions only. Jiva , on the contrary, is obliged to 
enjoy the fruits of good actions ( sukrta ) and experience the fruits 
of had deeds (duskrta). Therefore, since the word sukrta alone 
is used, Jiva cannot find a place in the word atmdnau. And 
according to Sankaracarya the characteristic of enjoying the fruits 
ol actions cannot be attributed to Brahman. Thus, the arguments 
in prove that the word pibantau in the Upanisad conveys the 
individual soul and the Supreme Being, on the analogy of 
( hattrinydya etc. are not convincing. Moreover, the Sutrakara 
appears to be aware of the controversy and the arguments made 
therein and that is why he has passed his judgement that the two 
who have entered into the cave of a being and who enjoy the fruits 
ol good deeds are the two forms of Brahman only. Therefore, 


I UNK. I. p. 158. 
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there is no use in continuing to make the same old arguments. 
Hence, Madhvacarya rejects the same saying that no 
samanvaya has been contemplated in the JTvatman (by the 
Siitrakdra)'. 

Madhvacarya suggests that the term Attnanau conveys 
Brahman only and not Brahman and JTva. For that, he has reasons 
too. On the specific request from Nachiketas, the God of Death 
Yama starts revealing the nature of Brahman from mantra 1-2- 
15 of Kathopanisad and continues up to the mantra 1-3-2. He 
starts talking about the embodied JTva from mantra 1 -3-3. Therefore 
it is not in keeping with the flow of thoughts, to bring in JTva 
along with Brahman, in mantra 1-3-1, which is under discussion 
here. This mantra “ Rtampibantau..." is sandwilched between 
the two mantras yasya Brahma ca ksatram ca and ‘ ‘ Yas setur 
ljdndndm...''{ 1-2-24 and 1-3-2) both of which refer to Brahman. 
Such a situation is known as \S amdamsa' (a pair of tongs) in 
Mtmamsa sastra. According to MTmdmsd, in cases of Samdamsa, 
the topic of discussion in the interposed mantra is expected to 
be the same as that of the preceding and succeeding mantras. 

Thus, technically the terms Rtam Pibanatau here are expected 
to refer to Brahman and Brahman only. If we accept 
this proposition, we have to answer two questions, (i) Whether 
Brahman can be the enjoyer of fruits of action?, (ii) When Brahman 
is said to be one Supreme Being, why the term Pibantau in dual, 
is used? 

The famous poetic metaphor in Mundakopanisad describes 
that “two birds bound one to the other in close friendship, perch 
on the same tree. One of them eats the fruits of the tree with relish, 
while the other looks on without eating’’ 2 . According to 

| R 3=^1 (M. BSB. 1-2-11). (BNK. I. p. 153). 

2 51 $qon wn tnrrt qRm-«Mi<l i d4k--i: 

atpMI<t>*l)(d II (Mund. Up. SC. 3-1-1.) 
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Siii’ikaracarya, out of these two birds, one which eats the fruits 
i(’presents JTva, which identifying itself with the body-mind 
complex experiences the results of actions whereas the other 
which looks on without eating represents the All-knowing Eternal 
I’urc Consciousness i.e. Brahmcm in the form of Ishwara 1 . Thus 
Brahman does not partake the limits of actions. However, according 
in Madhvacarya this non-partaking is limited to inauspicious 
liuils of bad deeds, and Brahman does partake the auspicious 
It nits of actions. Madhvacarya quotes an authority 2 from Padma- 
Pnrana in favour of this notion. JayatTrtha explains this view of 
Madhvacarya, when he comments 3 that because the proposition 
ill attributing enjoyership to the Supreme Being is contradicted 
by the Sruti sentences like ‘ Anasnannanyo abhicakasTti 
Madhvacarya says subham etc. i.e. the reference to Brahman as 
not being susceptible to enjoyment has to be taken in the sense 
ol not being liable to the enjoyment of inauspicious fruits. 
HhagavadgTtd also supports the view of attribution of enjoyership 
lo the Supreme Being, when it says : 

"(knowing) Me as the Enjoyer of sacrifices and austerities. " A 

I alone am the Enjoyer and the Lord of all sacrifices;....’' 5 

"'I enjoy what has been thus offered with devotion by that 
pure-hearted worshipper” 6 . 

I 'BIT: HnVI'kWH'M: Irt^lHII^'JItl'HIlIIJd: IM'-MC) 'hMM'-HTI 

f<t l^*h RlM KV-i 39^3^ I 

end itratfin (Mund.Up. 

Sdnkarabhasya.3 -1 - 1 ). 

• qA mtm\ rcctf h m- d 

M. BSB. 1-2-11. 

» NwuMlrbI H 5dSTvRI ^d! W I 

d&WIMId TO: I (TP. 1-2-11). 

I W T^TrRHi-(BG. SC. 5-29). 

*. W? % *WfTdi dfa* =q ^ I (BG. SC. 9-24). 
i. HT^dHSUFT M^dlcHH: l (BG. AGK. 9-26). 
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The use of dual in pibantau and dtmdnau has been explained 
by Madhvacarya as follows : ' ‘The two enjoyers of karmaphala 
(pibantau) referred to in the Upanisadic text should be viewed 
as the two forms of Brahman known as Atmd (present in 
the Svarupadeha of JTvas) and the Antardtmd or inner controller 
of the embodied self as such” 1 . Madhvacarya quotes an 
authority in support of this view, from Rgveda 2 : “The two shining 
forms (gharmd) of the Lord, present everywhere, which have 
taken their abode specially in the body composed of the three 
elements ( Tejas, Ap and Anna ) and to which (body) Matarisvan 
(Vayudeva ) has also repaired to wait upon those two” 3 . The 
use of the dual does not conflict with the oneness of Brahman. 
Brahman having unimaginable powers can manifest and remain 
in many forms simultaneously. This has been vouched by 
srutis. Kathopanisad clearly states that “just as fire, though 
one, having entered the world assumes separate forms in respect 
of different shapes, similarly, the Self inside all beings, though 
one, assumes a form in respect of each shape; and (yet) it is 
outside” 4 . The same Upanisad further states that ‘‘the One, 
controller and the inner Self of all, makes a single form 
multifarious” 5 . 

The mantra ‘ Rtam pibantau....' in Kathopanisad , does not 
contain the term Atamanau. The term dtamdnau is used by the 
Sutrakara to emphasize that the two drinkers (pibantau) are but 
the two forms of Brahman. He further qualifies the word Atamanau 
by the phrase Guhdrh pravistau. This entry into the cave 
(guhdpravesah) is an exclusive mark of Brahman, as shown by 

1 BNK I. p. 153. 

2 W nraftawnw i (rv. io-ih-d. 

3 BNK. I. p 156. 

4 atfrtwd $3R sriqgi nidi’l l i M i dMl 

sifea H (Kath. Up. SG. 2-2-9) 

5 *<4)1 wild I (Kalh. Up. SG. 2-2-12). 



IIS l-2-l 1.121 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 


93 


Ms usage in various Sruli sentences'. Therefore, this adjective 
(liiham pravistau , which is known in technical parlance as 
hrtugarbhavisesana, shows the reason why the two drinkers of 
the fruit of rta should necessarily be identified with the two forms 
of the Supreme Brahman ( dtmdnau ) 2 . Hetugarbhavisesana is an 
mljeclive which neither indicates a distinguishing attribute (i.e. 
mi vartakavisesaguna e.g. red flower) of the visesya, nor does it 
predicate an attribute (i.e. vidheyavisesaguna e.g. the flower is 
led), but tells an essential characteristic ( laksana ) of the visesya. 
Instead of adding something to the meaning of the visesya , it tells 
Us very meaning. It points out the reason ( heiu ) on account of 
which the visesya is what it stands for. For example, no one says 
I want sweet sugar’ or ‘this sugar is sweet’, because sugar is 
necessarily sweet. Sweetness is what makes it sugar i.e. sweetness 
is the hetugarbhavisesaguna of sugar. 

Another term chdydtapau used in the mantra to describe 
pibantau which has been identified with two forms of Brahman, 
has been explained by Madhvacarya to mean that Brahman is like 
the cool shade to those who perform good deeds and like the 
scorching Sun to the erring wicked 3 .. 

In the next sCitra, the Sutrakdra offers another reason (hetu) 
lo consider the phrase 'Rtam pibantau' as conveying Brahman 
only. 

II 30 R51WM 30 II (1-2-12) 

jp TOT 3TTFITRT ^ ^ 

I 
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And the two imbibing the fruits of good deeds who have 
entered into the cave (of a being) are the Selves only on 
account of the distinctive epithets like Supreme Brahman and 
a bridge to cross over the ocean of sariisara, used in singular. 

Alter this mantra * Rtam pibantau...' in Kafhopanisad, the 
next one says that we have known that, for those w'ho perform 
Naciketa sacrifice and wish to cross over the ocean of this mundane 
life ( samsara ), “That Imperishable Fearless Supreme Brahman 
is like a bridge’’ 1 . In this verse, the two drinkers in the previous 
verse have been addressed in singular and described with distinctive 
epithets like Supreme Brahman , a bridge to cross over the ocean 
of samsara etc. This is a further proof to show that ' Rtam pibantau’ 
refers to two forms of Brahman only and not to JTva and Brahman. 
Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya also have interpreted this siitra 
in the same way, but they refer to the epithets used not in the 
immediately following verse but to those in a distant verse 
(1-3-9) so as to suit their interpretation of the previous siitra. 

Thus, the purport of this Adhikarana is that the mark of 
enjoyership can be attributed to Brahman and that Brahman enjoys 
only fruits of good deeds done selflessly by his devotees and 
offered to him. 

II to 3RTC 3qqrf: to II (1-2-13) 

rTTrT^#d I S.WTR: 5^: ^ 

The words “ tat tu are continued. The Person abiding in the 
eye, enjoying and appearing within the eye is That Brahman 
only on account of the appropriateness of the use of words like 
immortality, fearlessness and Brahman for that Person only. 

I q: ast qcl. 9THJ HdXrl i 9K H I N4UI II 

(Kalh.Up. 1-3-2). 
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The passage ( visayavakya ) considered by all the commentators 
for explaining this siltra is a mantra from Chtmdogya Upanisad 
(4-15-1) viz. “This person who is seen in the eye, he is the 
'Atman', said the teacher; this is the immortal, the fearless. This 
is Brahman. Hence even if one sprinkles clarified butter or water 
into the eye, it goes away to the edges’’ 1 , in one place earlier in 
llic same Chandogya Upanisad , the sacred fire called Gdrhapatya 
instructs that “1 am the Person seen in the Sun’’ 2 . In another place 
in the same Upanisad it is said that that person, effulgent as gold 
who is seen within the Sun, ... this person seen within the eye... 
The form of this is the same as the form of that 3 . Such statements 
may create a doubt whether the person seen in the eye is Agni. 
The sutra clears the doubt saying that the “person seen in the 
eye is the Supreme Being, because immortality and fearlessness 
arc mentioned as his characteristics and He has been directly 
named as Brahman and Atman". 

All the commentators agree on the purport of this siltra. This 
topic has already been discussed by Sankaracarya and 
Kamanujacarya earlier with siltra no. 1-1-20 and it is repeated 
here. Here the subject 'Tat' is in neuter gender but the predicate 
'Antarah' is in masculine so as to be in conformity with the words 
I'urusah Atmd in the Sruti passage. Madhvacarya holds that the 
\ittra establishes not only the presence of Brahman in the eyes 
land in the Sun) and His control over them but also that He enjoys 
llie bliss there of. This, according to Madhvacarya, is indicated 
hv ihe use of the term 1 Antarah' instead of 'Antah' A . 

The next sutra provides further evidence to confirm the 
conclusion reached here that the person appearing within the eye 
is Brahman only. 

<n ftraih qq i (Chand. up. 4-15-n. 

M ny 3ni^ £ 3 ^ ntsgnfeq I (Chand. Up. 4-11-1). 

1 m ntvnq: jptqr (1 -6-6) q qqls«TW?ii' , i 3*^ twcl... qfR-q 

*-4.... (1-7-5). 

I I (TDK. I. 1-2-13). 
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II ft ^WII^M^IW ft II 


(1-2-14) 


£STH*TT$n STTT^T^ I 

I ^FcRT^TM * cF^ sfijR ?^M3lTh : 

3TWUI<Jc^lTb: ^ ^R^TTc^l 


Here the word 'sthana refers to eye. The word 'adi' refers 
to the controller of the eye i.e. Paramdtman. The term 'sthdnudi 
conveys the power of the eye and its controller, by secondary 
signification. The person appearing within the eye is That 
Brahman only on account of the mention of power of the eye 
to remain untainted and that of the controlling person present 
within the eye. 


The passage ( visayavakya ) under consideration further states 
that “It is That by dint of whom the clarified butter or water 
dropped into the eye, flows out without staining the eye” 1 . It 
means that in virtue of the presence of Brahman in the eye, the 
eye also remains without being tainted. Remaining without being 
tainted is a characteristic of Brahman , which is echoed by a 
mantra in Kathupanisad. It says “Just as the Sun, which is the 
eye of the whole world, is not tainted by the ocular and external 
defects, similarly, the Self, that is but one in all beings, is not 
tainted by the sorrows of the world” 2 . 


The mantras coming after the one under discussion here from 
Chdndogya Upanisad describe the person seen in the eye thus: 
“He is the leader of the beautiful, the bestower of brilliance” 3 . 
According to Madhvacarya, this siitra also establishes that it 
is by virtue of the power of Brahman present in the eye that 
women are endowed with grace and beauty and men are 


I ^ rffh, 3T ^3^ 3T ihyfrl *?<1 I (Chand. Up. 4-15-1). 

^ (by dim of whom) (TP. 1-2-14)). 

ii (Kath. Up. 2-2-1 I). 

3 ^ ^ qi4-ci): l (Chand up 4-15-3) ^ ^ l (Chand .Up. 4-15-4). 
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endowed wilh the splendour of manliness. Madhvacarya’s 
interpretation echoes the spirit of the BhagavadgTta verse 1 , 
when Krishna says: “Whatever that is glorious, prosperous 
«»r powerful in any being, know that to be a manifestation of a 
part of My Splendour’’ 2 . 

In Saiikaracarya’s interpretation, “the objection is raised that 
llie omnipresent Brahman cannot be confined to the eye. The 
answer is that it is not the only locality that is assigned to the 
I old. Earth and so on are mentioned as his residence ( Brha. Up. 
' 7-3). Not only place but also name and form are attributed to 
tlnilunan ( Chand . Up. 1 -6-7). Brahman , though devoid of qualities, 
is spoken of as possessing qualities for purposes of meditation, 
lo assign a definite locality is not contrary to reason, since it 
saves the purpose of meditation” 3 . The term sthdnadi has been 
understood as ‘place and other things’. This point as to how the 
••mnipresent Brahman can be said to be confined to a small place 
like the eye, has already been discussed earlier with sutra 1-2- 
1 livery sutra brings forth some new glory and majesty of the 
Supreme Being. 

In support of his interpretation Madhvacarya quotes some 
irises'* from the branches of the Sdstrarii (scripture) like Parana, 
■ iilirr than Upanisads, which are compiled and edited by the 
S luinkdra himself. The verses indicate that Madhvacarya’s 
interpretation is in conformity with the thought process in the 
mind of Sutrakdra while composing this sutra , particularly the 
import of the term sthdnadi , used in the siitra. 


i IINK I. p. 168. 

1 •MiUnfcmmrr'f sttasprans 4i i n*t 

iIII. SC. 10-41). 

1 M<K p 276. 

• u tac ntrnw: n ?R: h m wr wafer 

’('•Ml **4 II ?I 4IHH: H : tTTS^grt: fRT ^^f^RBfllW^II 

•|fMIMr£|TT^ I H 0ldRr4c| N^^ll 

ni l 'liui) II (M. BSB 1-2-14). 
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The next sutra avers that the conclusion reached in the last 
two sutras is confirmed by the context also. 

II ^ 3=0 II (1-2-15) 

3^: cfg slffa fief I TTRTS =3 cT^ 

=3 “T^RT: WTO” ffrl 4<H4ld: l SWTH: 

3^ : ‘3> W rt otfl’ 3> ^3 3fp 3?^ 5Jcf 

HUMMRiy^y^McdllWRT^ 33 =3 I 

The words 1 cintaraksini drsyamdnah Purusah lattu Brahmaiva 
are continued. The predicate ‘visista is placed second in 
the Karmadhdraya compound ‘ sukhavisista' according to 
the option available under the Paninlya sutra ‘kadardh 
ka rmadhd raye ’ 1 . 

The Person appearing within the eye is That Brahman 
only, also because of the mention of the characteristic of 
having happiness distinguished by its unlimitedness, since at 
the beginning (in Chand. Up. 4-10-4) it is told as ‘ kam Brahma 
kham Brahma ’ where kam stands for happiness and Brahma 
stands for Tull of or ‘unlimited’. 

At the beginning ( upakrama) of the topic under discussion 
here, the sacred fires instruct Upakosala as “ Pratio Brahma kam 
brahma kham brahma ( Chand.Up . 4-10-4)”. According to 
Madhvdcarya, kam stands for happiness, bliss, and Brahma for 
full, unlimited, and kham for knowledge. Thus, since the topic 
starts with a discussion of Brahman endowed with unlimited 
happiness, the person appearing within the eye mentioned further 
in the same chapter ( prakarana ) has to be Brahman. The word 
eva used in the sutra indicates, according to Madhvacarya, that 
eventhough the unlimited bliss and full knowledge are both 


1 In Karmadhdraya compounds, normally the first portion stands as the predicuic 
of the second portion. But the Paninlya sutra ‘kadardh karmadharaye' (1-2-3H) 
allows an option to place the predicate second. 
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mentioned as the characteristics of Brahman . the unlimited bliss 
iilone is sufficient to establish the person appearing within the eye 
iis Brahman'. 

Sankaracarya’s interpretation of this sutra as “on account 
iilso of the mention only of what is characterized by pleasure’’ 2 
appears inadequate. For, the individual souls and various deities 
iiiv also endowed with pleasure but their pleasure is not unlimited. 
Brahman is characterized by the distinctive ( visisia ) unlimited 
superabundance of bliss. 

The attribute of unlimited happiness mentioned at the 
beginning of the topic may be referring to Brahman. But why 
•luuild we not consider that the person appearing within the eye 
irlcrs to Agni ? The next sutra answers the same. 

II 3* II (1-2-16) 

s^i^H^nTFraT 3 1 “HMt m ^ m” m 

XtdrclT^I ^ SfiN 

51^: 

Mfa*lHI3^ I 

The word sruta (heard) in the sutra stands for sruta (heard), 
iihiin (reflected on) and dhydtci (meditated upon) by implication 
i apalksana). ‘ Ka ’ stands for Brahman and Vdyu, because both are 
muler consideration as the Upanisad mentions 'Prdno Brahma 
lam Brahma'. The person appearing within the eye is That 
llrahman only, also because it is told that Vdyu takes those 
ulio have heard, reflected on and meditated upon this 
knowledge (about the person in the eye described in the Up.), 
to Brahman. 


i IlNK I. p. 168. 

' SUK p. Ill ftjiN ) 

‘ cF5PTJ (TDK. I. 1-2-16 fn). The technique of arranging 

it wni't.1 uttered once, at two places, is known as tantra. 
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Having instructed the pupil Upakosala that the person 
appearing within the eye is That Brahman , the teacher Satyakama 
Jabala further tells him that those who know Him (and meditate 
upon Him) in this way attain gradual liberation ( krama-mukti) 
through the path of the gods ( Devayana ) and attain Brahman. 
Hence, according to Madhvacarya since the reward for the 
knowledge of the person within the eye is the attainment of 
Brahrrum, that knowledge cannot be of any person other than 
Brahman, like Agni or Aditya 1 . 

Following the description of the path of gradual liberation in 
the Upanisad as “he takes them to Brahman” 2 3 . Madhvacarya 
gives another interpretation of the word ka. Ka also means the 
wind god ( Vayudeva). Thus, according to Madhvacarya Vayudeva 
takes them to Brahman \ 

Saiikaracarya has interpreted the sutra a little differently as 
follows : The person appearing within the eye is Brahman only 
“also on account of the mention of the path of him who has heard 
the Upanisads ” 4 . 

Obviously, Sahkaracarya has considered only, gati instead of 
kagati. The letter ka thus rendered surplus has been treated as an 
in-consequenlial optional suffix to the BahuvrThi compound 
srutopanisad, which is allowed by grammar 5 . Other commentators 
have followed suit. Siitrakdras are very frugal about words, and 
therefore the Sutrakara is not expected to use such superfluous 
letter ka in the sutra. Moreover, in order to prove that the person 
appearing within the eye is Brahman, the mere mention of the 

1 * ft I (M. BSB. 1-2-16) 

2 I (Chand. Up. 4-15-5). 

3 31^31 JlldRld 31 I (TP. 1-2-16). 

4 SRK. p. 277. 

5 I (Panini 5-4-154). ^ I3TfcP B 

3i^51r33l *!3lcT I (Panini 5-4-154). 

After all other Bahuvrihi compounds not covered by the foregoing rules the afflu 
3^ may optionally be added. 
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path is not as strong evidence as that of the actual attainment of 
Hrahman {kagati), which is clearly told in the Sruti ( Chand. Up. 
4 - 15 - 5 y. 

The next sutra will show how the disagreement with the 
view that the person appearing in the eye is Brahman, leads to 
a fallacy. 

II & II (1-2-17) 

The Person appearing within the eye is none other (than 
Hrahman) because otherwise it leads to infinite regression and 
because it is impossible. 

Uptil now reasons are given in support of the fact that the 
person in the eye is Brahman. The person in the eye means the 
person who, remaining in the eye, impels and controls. This sutra 
provides reasons to negate the proposition that the person seen 
in the eye is Agni as apparently indicated by some statements in 
the Upanisad. Since Agni is also an individual soul, JTva, (though 

• salted), the sutra avers that if Agni controls a JTva, then Agni 
iiiiisi have another JTva as controller and that JTva must have 
another JTva and so on endlessly 2 . Thus, it leads to infinite 
ii'Civssion, which is a fallacy. One may ask why Agni should not 
In treated as controller of a JTva, inspite of infinite regression. 
In this endless regression one gels tired and has to stop somewhere. 
I lie last JTva where one stops, loses its controllership because it 
il'icll is not having a controller. Then the earlier JTva loses 
> i mil ollership in the absence of controller for itself and the reverse 
mies starts and comes up to Agni. Thus Agni also loses its 

• mitmllcrship. This is known as mulaksati. If the regression ends 
•ip in Brahman, who is the only independent entity, then why not 

I ■MH.asi WttHftl «$dl(UlMi I (TP. 1-2-16). 


1 I 
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consider Brahman only as the One remaining in the eye and 
controlling, instead of Agni ? Moreover, Agni and JTva, both being 
individual souls, are not independent. Therefore, one controlling 
the other is an impossibility (asamhhavahf. 

Sankaracarya and others have assumed a Purvapaksa that the 
person seen in the eye is the reflection of another person in front 
of the eye, or the JTvdtman or a deity. Sankaracarya has refuted 
the reflection on the ground that it does not always stay in the 
eye 2 , JTvdtman on the ground that JTvdtman being in general 
connection with the whole body and the senses, cannot be said 
to be permanently located in the eye alone 2 , and the deity on the 
ground that deities cannot be called as Atman and cannot be 
attributed with characteristics like immortality 4 . 

Here the word anavasthiti in the sutra has been taken as 
meaning non-permanence\ Anavasthiti or anavasthd denotes in 
logical parlance, the fallacy of regressus ad infinitum ( '. 
Brahmasittras are in the nature of terse dialectics. Each sutra 
gives a decision ( nirnaya) on a controversial point in sdstra, using 
the accepted principles of interpretation, the most important of 
which is logical justification ( upapatti ). These words ‘ anavasthiti 
’ or 'anavasthd ' and ‘ asamhhava ’ used in the sutra are technical 
terms used in logic, like many other terms such as avydpti, ativyapti, 
pratiyogT, hetvabhasa and so on. Therefore, in the context of 
Brahmasittras, it is more pertinent to treat the word ‘ anavasthiti' 
as a technical term in logic and to interpret it as such. The words 
anavasthiti and anavasthd are synonyms, formed under different 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


(TPD. 1-2-17). 

*3 tiW'WMicH'iSJlJR PtcMHU.-'yH I (S. BSB 1-2-17). 


(S. BSB. 1-2-17). 

^4di<4Wf4... d Hwn 11 (S. bsb. i-2-pi 

SRK. p. 277. 

BNK. I p. 165. 
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iiilcs 1 . It could be that the term anavasthd is more popular in logic, 
Imi that is not a sufficient argument to deny the status of a 
in imical term to the word anavasthiti. The Siitrakdra could have 
piderred the term ‘ anavasthiteh' to the term anavasthaprasangdt 
in order to economize on the letters. If he had in the mind the 
■•ruse of non-permanence, he could have used a much simpler 
in hi like L anityatvat'. Of course, the word anavasthiti has more 
lli.in one meanings and the commentators are free to take any 
meaning that suits the context. But, since the word is used here 
m the company of another technical word asambhava with a 
< oniunctive particle ca, one has to take anavasthiti as a technical 
in in oflogic. Therefore. Madhvacarya’s interpretation is a better 
.dietnative than those of others. 

II 3=o II 

( 1 - 2 - 18 ) 

ilM^ii^H d-dcM'bi'Jf I H^l HI STH 3#H I 

«lKl^TT^Ra)5 HU m3 HT3 31«TWffau|: UHkVJcWI 

qjfcq cqq^||<ij 

The term ‘ adhidaivadi ’ implies the respective chapters about 
llir deities. The word ‘ tad ’ is repeated. The words ‘ tat tu’ are 

• i mi mued. The indwelling controlling spirit in the presiding 
ilrltles and others mentioned in their respective sections, is 
Unit Supreme Being only because for that indwelling spirit 
•lie Itrahman’s characteristic marks are told. 

In Hrhadaranyakopanisad , the Rsi Yajhavalkya, to a question 
l>\ l Uldalaka as to who is the indwelling controlling spirit 2 , 

• i pounds that the controlling indwelling spirit in various presiding 

l «*JUINIh 4| I (Panini 3-3-95) 3tT?patwf 3T? | (Panini 3-3-106). 

«g5l (Brha. Up. 3-7-2). 
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deities ( Adhidaivatas ) like the Earth, the Waters, the Sun, the 
Moon, various beings ( Adhihhutas ) and the various bodily organs 
(Adhyatmtis) of living beings, is the indwelling spirit in llddalaka 
and it is immortal. There are a number of identical paragraphs, 
each referring to a particular entity. For example, the first paragraph 
dealing with the Earth, says 1 “He who, remaining in Earth, is 
different from it, whom the Earth does not comprehend (fully), 
whose body is Earth, who enjoys inside and controls the Earth, 
is your indwelling spirit and is immortal”. Here one may have 
a doubt 2 as to whether this indwelling controlling spirit is the soul 
of the presiding deity, or a yogin having superhuman powers, or 
the Supreme Being or some other being. This sutra decides that 
the indwelling controlling spirit is Brahman only because for that 
spirit His (Brahman' s) characteristics are mentioned. Dwelling 
within and ruling the entire created beings, inclusive of the 
presiding deities, immortality and incomprehensibility are the 
characteristic marks of Brahman. The objection that the Highest 
Self cannot be a ruler for he has no organs of action is untenable 
because organs of action may be ascribed to him since those 
whom he rules possess organs of action 1 . All the commentators 
agree on the purport of this sutra. According to Madhvacarya for 
interpreting the clause, “whom the Earth does not comprehend 
(fully)” in place of the insentient Earth, the presiding deity 
(abhimanidevatd) for Earth should be understood. 

The conclusion of this sutra that the indwelling ruler in all the 
beings is that Brahman ONLY, the claim of Prakrti and JTva for 
that attribute stands denied indirectly. The next siitra directly 
refutes the claim of the two. 

H ^MIcHl : I (Brha. Up. 3-7-3). 

IcWIq: i (S. BSB. 1-2-18). 

3 SRK. p. 278. 
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II & * ^ fHIcfod^lRwNIrt. & II (1-2-19) 

*1: jc^Sf I 5TRk«f I OT(I 

ufv^nKSR5?% ^ ^ 3 

ll^'JIHfidlRr^HIH, STPHcMMIHMIdJ' 

Co is used in the sense of but, not in the sense of and. The 
word sdrirasca is to be taken from the next sutra. Smartam means 
1'iakrti or Pradhdna advocated by Sdnkhya smrti. The indwelling 
t out rolling spirit in the presiding deities and others is That 
Supreme Being only but not the pradhdna of Sahkhya-darsana 
mid the individual self (Jiva) because their characteristics are 
not mentioned. 

The characteristic marks of Pradhdna are its insentiency 
(<ii rtanatva) and possession of three qualities ( Triguna) Sattva , 
mi /ax and tamas 2 . The characteristic of Jiva is samsara i.e. 
Uniismigration and mundane existence. These are nowhere 
mentioned in the passages of Brhadaranyakopanisad, referred to 
lieie. Prakrti or Pradhdna is mentioned by the word smartam in 
the siitra, to indicate that the Prakrti as the cause of the world, 
i • only an imagination of Sdhkhyasmrti. 

According to Sahkaracarya and Madhvacarya, the evidence 
ntuildharmdbhildpdt' in this siitra, refutes the claim of Prakrti 
tin the attribute of being the indwelling controlling spirit, and the 
ni’M ultra refutes the claim of Jiva for the same. Ramanujacarya 
mid RaghavendratTrtha think that the evidence in this sutra is 
•mlIndent to refute the claim of both Prakrti and Jiva , and the 
pin use 'sdrirasca' found between the second and third siitras of 
this Adhikarana, can be used in both the siitras. Since these siitras 
linvi- come down orally, where to stop and how to count 
ihrm. is a matter of tradition. Ramanujacarya reads this second 
ulna as 'n a ca smartamataddharmabhildpaccharirasca' and 

■ n*iii i (tdk. 1 - 2 - 1 9). 

IINK p. 175. 


Hi 
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repeats the phrase sdrirasca in the next suira (by anuvrtti). 
Madhvacarya on the other hand, reads this sutra as ‘ na ca 
smartamataddharmabhilapat' as read by Sankaracarya and takes 
the phrase 'sarirasca' from the next sutra (by anukarsa). Anuvrtti 
and anukarsa both are in vogue even in Panini’s grammar. 
However, some modern scholars think that anukarsa is not as 
much logical as anuvrtti. But, whichever way one may like to 
take, by anuvrtti or by anukarsa , the purports of these two sutras 
do not change. 

The next sutra adduces another evidence to show that the 
embodied self is different from the indwelling ruler, the Supreme 
Being. 

r\ rs rs *v*\*^\ r\ 

II TOWN Tt[ 3& II (1-2-20) 

I ^:c^l cfg cfffcr A g 

it invqK^lRdNIi: +|U^|K«iN|A: ^d^lW«|: 

The word 'na' is continued, 'ca' is in the sense of ‘ tu' (but). 

The sutra asserts that “the indwelling spirit in the presiding 
deities and others is That Supreme Being only but not the 
embodied individual soul (JiVa) because in both the 
Madhyandina and the Kanva recensions of the Upanisad also, 
the indwelling ruler has been taught as different from this 
Jfva”. 

Still according to Sankaracarya the difference is not absolutely 
true 1 . V. S. Ghate observes that “ sutra 20 asserts the difference 
between Brahman and Jiva\ and Sankara, as usual, comes forth 
with his explanation that all these statements of difference are due 
to the limiting adjuncts, which themselves are the products of 
Nascience”. 


I R TORTfife: I (S. BSB. 1-2-20). 
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The visayavakya discussed in this Adhikarana by all the 

• iMiimentators, is from Brhaddranyaka Upanisad. This Upanisad 
<•*1 tns a part of the Satapatha Brdhmana, which belongs to Sukla- 
b ijurveda. There are two sdkhds (sects) among the Sukla- 
)tijurvedins viz. Kanva and Madhyandina. Both the sects' have 
•tioii own recensions of Satapatha Brdhmana and Brhaddranyaka 

I I'tinisad is included in it. Hence, the term ‘uhhaye ’ in the above 
ultra refers to these two recensions. 

ft 

II II (1-2-21) 

'•Ml ^3|i™’ # | 

The entity Aksara having attributes like invisibility, 
Im omprehensibility and others is that Brahman only, because 

II k said that the knowledge, Rgveda etc., is held as higher 
knowledge when it reveals that Aksara , and this is the 

* Inmicteristic of Brahman 2 . 


The passage ( visayavakya ) under discussion here is a mantra 
hum Mundakopanisad. This mantra 3 attempts to define the 
ImhTinable Brahman , as “that which is invisible, 
im< omprehensible, unoriginated, indescribable (fully), that which 
li.i'i neither (physical) eyes nor ears nor hands nor legs, which is 
• inmil. omnipotent, omnipresent, very subtle, that imperishable 
llrlnj’ which the wise perceive as the source of all creation". But 
lii'ir is the doubt that these qualities may not be attributable to 
thahnnin, which necessitated the composition of this sutral In 


1 Mi. Hilutdartmyaka Upanisad ' with Sankarabhasya, translated by Swami 
Mmlluvaiuindu. p. xix. 

'f*l ^ I (Mund. Up. 1*1-5). 

■ a^d4lPi 

' ill’ll df-R (Mund. Up. 1-1-6). 
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the above mantra , these qualities are ascribed to the “Source of 
all Creation”. In the very next mantra 1 2 it is said that the universe 
carne from the imperishable ( aksara ). Then in another mantra 5 
later, some Person ( Purusah ) is described as self-resplendent, 
formless, unoriginated etc. and superior to what lies beyond the 
imperishable (aksara). 

This makes it difficult to identify Brahman the Supreme 
Being, with the imperishable (Aksara), which is described as the 
Source of Creation and placed at a lower status than the Supreme 
Being. If not Brahman , who or what is this Aksara , which is 
ascribed with the qualities, namely invisibility etc.? 

(i) From the examples mentioned in the mantra , (Mund. 
Up. 1-1-7) the insentient Prakrti (Pradhcina), which is the 
material cause (upcidanakdrana) of the universe, could be 
Aksara. 

(ii) The presiding deity of Prakrti, which is sentient i.c, 
Cit-Prakrti, which is described in Bhagavadgita as 
kutasthah 3 , could also be called as Aksara. 

(iii) In the opening mantra 4 (upakrama ), the Mundakopanisad 
refers to the first-born deity Brahma (not to be confused 
with Brahman , the Supreme Being), as the creator and the 
protector of the universe. Therefore, the four-faced Brahma 
could also be the Aksara. 

(iv) Rudra can also be taken as Aksara , because in another 
mantra 5 , Isa is mentioned as the source of the Creator. 

1 wjfarrm: =4 i iwt ntu gwti iiicilnifi 

tWTliwa. WJUJI (Mund. Up. 1-1-7). 

2 ... ... W I (Mund. Up. 2-1-2). 

3 BC. 15-16. 

4 Wt 41 MI SW7- JTTHT I (Mund. Up. 1-1-1). 

5 W Wt: Wit) «hdk*IW g^t (Mund Up. 3-1-3). 
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Thus, the doubt is that the Aksara, which is the Source of 
< ieation and is said to be having the qualities, invisibility etc., 
i mild be Acetana-Prakrti, Cit-Prakrti, Brahma, or Rudra, but not 
tlmhman, the Supreme Being, because there is somebody far 
superior to this Aksara. 

There is another doubt too. Mundakopanisad divides the 
whole knowledge into two groups, one Para (higher) and another 
t para (lower). Sastras which include Rgveda and others , are 
I till into the lower group. The higher group of knowledge 1 is 
.aid lo be that which reveals the Aksara. We have learnt in sutras 
I 1-3 and 4 that Brahman is knowable only through Sastras. 
I Inis, Aksara cannot be identified with Brahman, and it could be 
1‘mkrti etc. 

This sutra refutes all these doubts and declares that the One 
possessing the qualities of invisibility and others is Brahman 
• mly, because His characteristics are mentioned. The term Aksara, 
which is causing confusion here, is, according to Madhvacarya, 
used to denote (i) the insentient Prakrti, (ii) the Cit-Prakrti and 
mil Paramdtman 2 . Hence, the term has to be interpreted with 
ir lei cnee to context. In mantra 1-1-5 of Mundakopanisad, the 
whole knowledge has been divided in to two groups, para and 
. 1 1 'tini and it is averred that para is that knowledge which leads 
io (lie understanding of Aksara. Madhvacarya, quoting other 
•imhority 3 , says that the higher knowledge is that which leads to 
the understanding of Brahman only. Hence, the meaning of Aksara 
line and in 1-1-7, as well as that of bhutayoni in 1-1-6 cannot 
he iaken as other than Brahman. 

Then, in the phrase, aksardt paratah parah, the term Aksara 
Is used to denote Prakrti. 

i *1*1 Itl TOI I (Mund. Up. 1-1-5). 

IINK I. p. 183. 

i il*l TO TOT H TO TOtTTOT I (M. BSB. 1-2-21). 
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I U) 

Further, regarding the doubt whether the sdstras , Rgveda etc. 
fall under the category of Pardvidyd or Apardvidyd, Madhvacarya 
explains that the same body of Vedic literature is to be looked 
upon as Pard and Apard according as it is used in quest of 
Brahman or otherwise 1 . 

The purport of this sutra according to Sahkaracarya and 
Ramanujacarya is the same as above. The only difference is that 
in the Purvapaksa Sahkaracarya has considered Aksara as Prakrti 
or Jlva, Ramanujacarya has restricted it to JTvdtman only. 


The claim of others for recognition as the Aksara having 
invisibility etc. is directly refuted in the next sutra. 



The other two are not the ones having the attributes of 
invisibility etc. because of the mention of the distinctive 
attributes like omniscience and supremacy for that Aksara , 
and because of the statement of difference of the other two 
from the Aksara having the attributes of invisibility etc. 

The insentient Prakrti and its presiding deity Cit-Prakrti 
are not the ones having the qualities invisibility etc. because 
of the mention of omniscience and supremacy for that Aksara. 
Similarly the four-faced Prajapati and Rudra are not the ones 
having the qualities of invisibility because they have been said 
to be different from the Aksara , having those qualities. 

i ami fen q^i iWn i cn fen q^T fefeg qrqqn: n 

(Mund.Up. - MB). 
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Here, the SCitrakdra adduces further reasons to confirm 
the purport arrived at in the previous sutra. He points out to 
other epithets like Sarvajha (all-knowing), Sarvavit (knowing 
all particulars, possessing all, omnipresent) used in a following 
mantra 1 in Mundakopanisad and the epithet Aksardt paratah 
parah already referred to. These specific adjectives ( visesana ) 
confirm that the Aksara described as the Source of all creation 
and as having the qualities of invisibility etc. is Brahman , and 
at the same time deny that status to Prakrti. The same mantra 
referred to above also states that the four-faced Prajapati 
(Brahma ) is born from that Aksara and hence he is different 
h orn that Aksara (bheda ). In another mantra 2 of Mundakopanisad , 
this Brahman, the Supreme Being, is mentioned as anyah 
isah. Thus, Brahman is different from the deity Rudra, who is 
normally called as Isa. According to Madhvacarya, because of 
these differences ( bhedavyapadesdt ), Prajapati and Rudra are not 
entitled to the status of Aksara. Actually the word Isa is used 
here in the sense of Ruler or Master, and therefore, though it is 
a name of the deity the Rudra, that deity is not intended here in 
the Upanisad. 

V. S. Ghate remarks that “here also sutra 22 speaks of the 
difference of nature between Brahman and JTva’'. 


The SCitrakdra gives another evidence to support the view 
that the one having the qualities of invisibility etc. is Brahman 
and to deny that status to others. 



(1-2-23) 


rs 



S erg idN 



The one having the qualities of invisibility etc. is that 
Brahman only on account of the description of the golden 
colour (peculiar to Brahman). 


i m unran, ntra puun n't: i w nrn wra n nntn ii 

(Mund.Up. 1-1-9). 

1 fJR 3^ HhlHIHfald I (Mund. Up. 3-1-2). 
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The one having the qualities of invisibility etc. is further 
described in Mundakopanisad 1 as having pure self-resplendent 
golden colour. In the imagination of Vedic Seers, four pure colours 
viz. white, red, golden and black, are attributed to Visnu and 
mixed colours for other deities and beings. Therefore, the One 
having the qualities of invisibility etc. is Brahman only. Brahman 
only is worshipped in the form of Visnu. 

Sankaracarya has considered the term rupa in the sense of 
form and has quoted another beautiful mantra (2-1-4) from 
Mundakopanisad. In that a form is described as “Fire is his head; 
the Sun and the Moon are his eyes, the (ten) directions are his 
ears, his speech declares Vedas , the Wind is his breath; this 
universe is his heart (or mind); from his feet came the earth; he 
is indeed the indwelling spirit of all beings” 1 2 . Such a form can 
belong to Brahman only and not to Prakrti or Jtva. 

7 WilN'H'JiHJ 

II & ® II (1-2-24) 

The words 'tat lu' are continued. The term Vaisvanara, 
heard in Sruti texts like ‘whoever meditates on this Vaisvanara 
Atman \ is that Brahman only but not fire, because the term, 
common to both fire and Brahman is qualified by the word 
Atman. 

The passage under discussion here ( visayavdkya ) is a mantra 3 
from Chandogyopanisad. It says that “Whoever meditates on this 

1 3"<t 333: 333^ (Mund. Up. 3-1-3). 

2 1331: ’Sfa 3TF3^T1 ! 3 3<^1: I 313 : Hl u ?l H-tfvI 

'il'M'H ll3 II (Mund. Up. 2-1-4). 

3 3fc33H3 Wjqi^ n ^3 

n^^lrRf^vRirl I 3^3 ? 31 1^3 t3^31133§[[^33¥3: -II 

(Chand. Up. 5-18). 
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Vaisvanara Atman occupying the space of a span in the heart and 
imnscending all measures, enjoys all the world etc.... Of the 
iilorcsaid Vaisvanara atman, the head being highly luminous is 
tin* resort of the heaven called Sutej, the eye being capable of 
•uTing all the things is the resort of the Sun called Visvarupa,- 
In another mantra 1 from Brhadaranyakopanisad, it is said 
iluit This Agni, which is here within a person is the Vaisvanara 
by whom that which is eaten is digested. 

The question posed is who is this Vaisvanara ? 

Sahkaracarya raises the question ( Purvapaksa ) whether the 
trim Vaisvanara refers to the gastric fire, elemental fire, or the 
l>irsiding deity of fire. He also raises a doubt as to whether the 
trim Atman refers to individual soul or the Supreme Being. 
Namanujacarya has dropped the Individual Soul 2 from the list of 
ihrse suspected referents of the term Vaisvanara. Madhvacarya 
also has not considered the Individual soul, since he is of the firm 
view that Atman primarily denotes Brahman, which view is 
«onfirmed by the Sutrakara in a following sutra (1-3-1 ) J . 

The doubt that the term Vaisvanara may convey here fire or 
11ie gastric fire or the presiding deity of fire arises because the 
word is used to denote them in ordinary language. This sutra 
M'lutcs this view because the word Vaisvanara, though commonly 
used for fire, is qualified here by a distinctive epithet Atman, and 
therefore the term Vaisvanara connotes here Brahman only. This 
uildhdnta view is established by Sahkaracarya on the basis of 
Iurlher description of the same Vaisvanara as having the heaven 
ir. his head and the sun as his eye etc. Since the cause of creation 
til these heaven, sun etc. is Brahman, and since Vedanta philosophy 
believes that the cause remains in the effect, these descriptions 
like heaven as his head etc. are the characteristic marks of Brahman 

I il<miH^UFBt I (Brim. Up. 5-9-1) (BNK I p. 189). 

' HNK. I. p. 193. 

' HNK. I p. 194. 
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only. Possibly Sankaracarya feels the need to give such an elaborate 
evidence of Brahman' s distinctive glories, because in his opinion 
the term Atman conveys both the Supreme Being and the individual 
soul. Ramanujacarya has no such difficulty since he has dropped 
the individual soul from his Purvapaksa. But, still, his explanation 
of the sutra is on the same track as that of Sankaracarya. According 
to Ramanujacarya, “ Vaisvdnara is the Paramatman on account 
of the common expression Vaisvdnara being particularized by the 
extraordinary glories of the Paramatman ” 1 . Both the commentators 
mentioned above have relied on the characteristic marks ( lihga) 
of Brahman, to infer the Siddhanta view of the sutra. But lihga 
is considered as a weaker evidence than Sruti 2 . On the other hand. 
Madhvacarya, finds no such problem and has adduced a clinching 
argument to establish the Siddhanta view that Vaisvdnara is 
Brahman, on the ground of the use of the term Atman itself, in 
apposition with Vaisvdnara in the Sruti text 3 . According to 

Madhvacarya.“ Vaisvdnara referred to in the text under 

discussion is the Supreme Brahman alone. The reason is that 
Vaisvdnara is found qualified by the epithet Atmd in the disputed 
passage; and Atmd by settled acceptance denotes the highest 
Brahman and Brahman alone in its fullest primary sense” 4 . This 
is an easier and direct proof based on Sruti itself. 

In the next sutra. the Sutrakdra points to the popular statements 
in Smrti texts as evidence in support of the purport of this sutra. 

II fH^HIUW^W HI I Kid II (1-2-25) 

t’UHTT m Sc^R-d 1 cR I m 


1 

2 

3 

4 


. 

(Snbhasya - RDK.-1-2-25). 
y*u||4)j|W I (TC. II. p. 52). 


BNK. I p. 194. 
BNK. I p. 190. 
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The phrase ‘Vaisvanaro Brahma' is continued. The word ‘ill’ 
goes with this phrase. 

From what is stated in the Smrti, it may be inferred that 
Vaisvanara connotes Brahman. 

Smrti texts are composed on the basis of Srutis. The purport 
of this sutra is that what has been established in the previous sutra 
can also be inferred from parallel statements in Smrti texts. 

For explaining this sutra, Saiikaracarya refers to a verse from 
Vixnu Parana'. “He whose mouth is fire whose head the heavenly 
world....’’ etc. From the shape described in the Smrti passage, we 
infer a Sruti text on which the Smrti rests and that is the Chandogya 
passage mentioned in the previous sutra 2 . Here, Saiikaracarya 
depends on the similar descriptions of the shape of Brahman in 
the Sruti and Smrti passages. But in the verse quoted above from 
Vixnu Parana, there is no mention of the word Vaisvanara. 
Kamanujacarya also bases his argument on the shape of Brahman. 
I lere also in the references quoted by Ramanujacarya, one from 
Mtmdakopanisad and another from Mahabhcirata , the word used 
is Agni but not Vaisvanara \ 

Instead of inferring in such a roundabout way, Madhvacarya 
lias chosen a very popular verse from Bhagavadglta. The identity 
• >1 Vaisvanara with Brahman comes directly from the Lord Himself 
when He says, “Remaining as VaiSvdnara in the bodies of living 
livings, associated with Prana and Apdna, I digest the four types 
.•I food” 4 . 


1 


-I 


'WWi OTpf ^ TflTfl: I II 

(Vis tin Purana). (S. BSB. 1-2-25) (BNK. I. p. 195). 

SRK. p. 283. 

Sri Bhasya - RDK. 

(I) 3tfa%n =3^1 I (Mund. Up. 2-1-4) 

III) - I (Mbh. Santiparva. 47-68). 

(This is the same verse, quoted by Saiikaracarya and shown above as from Vixnu 
Purana). 

JTrfHlFHl : I qMRRHntgrt): mi«tvl (BO. 15-14). 
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The next sutra answers another objection to the proposition 
that the term Vaisvanara heard in Sruti texts connotes Brahman. 

ii ^KiK^-qts^rMidawiviki cWT 

(1-2-26) 

‘3WR:’ 

^WWMI4lP , dk$*r. 3Rl:Mkl«WI< MM+cRh 3Rf:MldyiHI< 
H st^t ?RT ^c^»T cT^JT ^^I|c^ih|c^'4iH4ccH fcy^M^lld, 
yyi*wmR*ii<t sf$m arFJRT^FVf^ 

3 wRwfq =3 rr^ I 3TTRq^ I 3Frt:MMyi^H 


If it be said that, since Vaisvanara is known by the 
name'Agni ’ in statements like ‘ Ayamagnih ’, and has been 
ascribed with characteristics of Agni like being the locus of 
oblations etc., and since Vaisvanara abides within a person as 
the digester of the food, Vaisvanara is not Brahman , it is not 
so, because that description of Brahman by the name, 
characteristics and functions of Agni is for the purpose of 
meditation, and because the term Agni can connote Brahman 
but it is not possible for the term Atman to convey Agni, and 
also because this Vaisvanara is learnt (in Chattel. Up. 5-18-2) 
with similar description as that of Purusa (in Purusasukta). 

The term adi (in sahdadibhyah ) implies the characteristics, 
and the term antahpratisthdna implies the functions (of Agni). 

In a previous sutra, (1 -2-24) it has been proved that Vaisvanara 
in the disputed passage connoted Brahman only, on the strength 
of the term Atman (which denoted Brahman only) used, in 
apposition with Vaisvanara in the Sruti text. Now, the objector 
{Purvapaksa) comes out with a formidable objection that the term 
Vaisvanara denotes Agni and not Brahman, on the strength of 
express statements in Sruti itself. 
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In the passage 1 , “This fire is Vaisvanara , which is within a 
man and which digests the food eaten by the man” from 
lirhadaranyakopanisad it is clearly stated that Vaisvanara is the 
gastric fire in a being. Therefore, the objection is that Vaisvanara 
is not Brahman. 

This sutra refutes this contention. The Siddhanta view does 
not dispute the power ( abhidhasakti ) of the word Vaisvanara to 
denote elemental fire or gastric fire, but it rejects the conclusion 
I hat Vaisvanara does not denote Brahman. The scriptures have 
prescribed a method of meditation on Brahman , by concentrating 
upon His form as Vaisvanara (drstyupadesa) along with its 
characteristics such as being the digester of food {pdcakatva ) and 
mdwellingness ( antahpratisthdna ). As an evidence, Madhvacarya 
quotes a mantra 2 from Rgveda , which states that “The gods have 
made Vaisvanara, the source of the heavens, the feet of the world, 
the one bom for right knowledge of men, the Supreme, all knowing 
l.ord, all-exceeding Protector, the chief resort of all their 
activities” 3 . Not only in the form of Vaisvanara but, according 
to Madhvacarya, Brahman is also to be meditated upon “as the 
One who can be addressed by all names, who is the guiding 
principle of all functions, who has all the characteristics and 
ipialities, who is the accomplisher of all, who has all virtues and 
whose image is this universe” 4 . Thus, on the strength of passages, 
I rom Sruti, just as the word Vaisvanara has the scope to denote 
Agni (fire), it also has the scope to denote Brahman. However, 
litis cannot be said of the word Atman which primarily denotes 
Brahman only and there is no possibility of it connoting Agni 
anywhere ( asamhhava). Hence, in the disputed passage of 
('Inindogyopanisad (5-18-1), the term Vaisvanara denotes 
Brahman only, since the word is qualified by the adjective Atman. 

I ntsiWRn: 3^ I (Brha. Up. 5-9-1). 

914 ^1: II (RV. 6-7-1). 

1 UNK. I. p. 189. 

i n-4nmi wt: ?fa i (M. bsb. 1-2-26). 
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The Sutrakdra further supports this view by stating that just 
as it is described in Purusasukta, which is admittedly in praise 
of Brahman, that the heaven came from His head, the sun from 
his eye etc., the students of Chandogyopanisad learn this 
Vaisvanara as having similar metaphorical image. Sankaracarya 
and Ramanujacarya have also come to the same conclusion with 
some variations in argument and quoting the authority of Satapatha 
Brahmana. 

If one holds that, since the term Vaisvanara is popularly used 
to denote the presiding deity of fire and the elemental fire, why 
not consider the term in that sense only, the next sutra categorically 
refutes that contention. 

II t<> ^ H ^ II (1-2-27) 

For the same reason, i.e. because of the word Atman etc. 
the Vaisvanara (in the disputed passage) denotes neither the 
presiding deity of fire nor the elemental fire. 

Here the Sutrakdra reaffirms in unambiguous terms that 
because of the use of the adjective Atman for the term Vaisvanara 
and because of its description in a form similar to that of Brahman 
in Purusasukta, Vaisvanara in the disputed passage of 
Chandogyopanisad (5-18-1) does not convey either the presiding 
deity of fire or the elemental fire. 

Uptil now in Pada 1 and 2 of this Samanvayddhydya, the 
Sutrakdra has shown how certain typical and illustrative words, 
which popularly denote something other than Brahman 
(anyatraprasiddhasabdas) are primarily applicable to Brahman. 
While commenting on the previous Sutra (26) it has been told 
that all names are primarily applicable to Brahman. If this is 
accepted, day-to-day mundane communication will be difficult, 
nay impossible. If you ask someone to keep the milk on fire and 
he understands the words milk and / or fire as Brahman, then there 



IMS I 2-27.28] BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 119 

is a problem. According to linguistic principles, the meaning of 
every word as per its primary signification ( abhidhavrtti ) is to 
ho considered first and only in case of its failure to give a coherent 
understanding, the secondary signification ( laksanavrtti ) of that 
word can be considered. 

The next five sutras address these problems. Instead of giving 
Ins views on these problems, Badarayana Vyasa gives the opinions 
ill some of his contemporary scholars. 

* II 3*> SfHH: II (1-2-28) 

Ills I 

Jaimini says that even if Brahman is primarily denoted 
liy the words Agni etc., there is no contradiction in mundane 
transactions. 

But the question is how? Since all the words like fire, water, 
sun etc. primarily denote Brahman, they become synonyms and 
llien how to use them in ordinary parlance to connote different 
things? 

JayatTrtha explains Madhvacarya’s view. “Even if the words 
Inc etc. do not really denote fire etc. but denote Brahman only, 
.nil their popularity to convey those specific meanings is not 
. nniradicted. Because, the wise ones, knowing well that they 
denote Brahman only, use those words to convey respective 
things accepting the required proper word and rejecting the others. 
< Mlier ignorant ones use the words in the sense assigned to them 
by language and lexicon. Thus, according to Jaimini, there is no 
. miiradiction between the use of words in ordinary parlance and 
ilicir being primarily denotative of Brahman"'. 

i nuro 3 h-hik*ki: if 5WM; 9 ? a*nft a nfhraftrta: i 

iiwiHNi^a w ^ h cffs^hi 

if* ^faPWMiaf 4rhVl*f I (TP. 1-2-28). 
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In the passage quoted as footnote 1 on page 119, the phrase 
hanadisiddhyartham is difficult to understand. In his book 
Gurvarthadipika, VadirajatTrtha explains only this phrase in his 
note on this sutra. ”Hanadisiddhyartham means while cooking, 
etc. rejecting ( hdnarii ) others like water etc. and accepting 
(upadanam) fire, similarly in case of grass etc. rejecting fire and 
accepting water, and in solar-cooking of herbal medicine etc. 
rejecting fire and accepting sun, and so on” 1 . Even if the words 
like fire, water, sun etc. logically become synonyms since they 
all primarily denote Brahman, the ability to choose or accept a 
particular word to convey a specific meaning, rejecting all other 
words, is known as Hanadisiddhih. 


If the scriptural words Indra, Varuna, Agni etc. primarily 
denote Brahman, then how can there be the distinction between 
Indrasiikta , Varunasukta and Agnisukta etc.? The next sutra 
answers this question. 


*\ 



(1-2-29) 


fRI I 


SfFH^Tb: IJRf' 


r: d^JNlfdl 
■ ^frT aTRTRMt | 


If Brahman is worshipped with Agni-sukta etc., Brahman 
manifests itself in the form of Agni etc. and therefore the 
distinction of Agnisiiktas etc. is made in Vedas, according to 
Asmarathya. 


This answers the objection of the Purvapaksa that if the 
words Indra , Varuna, Agni etc. primarily denote Brahman, there 
would be no distinction between Indra-silkta, Varunasukta and 
Agnisukta, and all would be Brahmasuktas. 
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Asmarathya takes his stand on Brahman 's distinctive 
manifestations in and through the respective deities and principles 
- omiected with them, in order to explain the extended application 
• il words originally denoting Brahman 


The arrangement of distinctive suktas in the scriptures is 
• \plained in a different way in the next siltra. 


II 3=0 3=0 II (1-2-30) 


<I'T ^TR(R: | 



According to Badari, the suktas are distinctively arranged 
tis Agni-sukta etc. with a purpose that the followers of respective 
\ii ktas should meditate on Brahman, respectively in the form 
of A uni etc. only. 

The next siltra explains the arrangement of various suktas in 
.1 nptures, on another ground. 

II & flH^Kkl ft ## 3=5 II 

(1-2-31) 

•hUd I cl cT*IT ^PJNKrlcl HTfcT 15 I 

According to Jaimini, because the followers of Agni-sukta 
ric„ obtain or reach Agni etc. (if they meditate on Brahman 
In Agni etc. with Agni-sukta etc.) 2 , the suktas are arranged 
iin Agni-sukta etc. It is well known that Sruti adduces that he 
who meditates on a thing gets it. 

I (M. BSB 
-3B^Tfr 


I -I-I ^ 

I ’ 29) BNK I p. 193. 

hIhM I Oc) 3 #l 

•loqi^HlHllHMWUI qjhlKH*W... I (TP. 1-2-31). 
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II 3* 3<fHw£d 3^ II (1-2-32) 

=^1^: 51flcmTO: I <^(<3^ W) 

✓ 

The word ca is to dispel the doubt. Sruti passages like “_yo 
agnau tisthan (Brha. Up. 3-7-5)” etc. tell that this Brahman 
is (the antaryamin) in this Agni etc. 

In the previous sutra (31), it has been told that the followers 
of Agni-sukta etc. reach Agni etc. if they meditate on Brahman 
in Agni etc. with Agni-sukta etc. Naturally a doubt can arise as 
to how one meditating on Brahman can achieve Agni etc. The 
doubt is further strengthened by a verse from Bhagavadgitd that 
the worshippers of the Devds or gods go to the Devds\ the 
worshippers of Pitrs or ancestors go to the ancestors; the 
worshippers of Bhutas or the elements go to the elements; but My 
worshippers come to Me 1 . 

In order to remove this doubt, this sutra tells that the Sruti 
declares that Brahman only is the indweller and controller of the 
Devatds like Agni and therefore reaching Agni means reaching 
Brahman abiding in Agni 2 . The word ca is used to emphasize that 
the Sruti passages do declare this intention and there is no room 
for any doubt. 

The interpretations of the last five sutras by Saiikaracarya and 
Ramanujacarya are on a different track. Both have taken the sutra 
28 Saksadapyavirodham Jaiminih to mean that there is no 
contradiction even if the word Agni or Vaisvdnara is considered 
as directly denoting Brahman in the etymological sense of that 
word (yogavrtti). Madhvacarya has been advocating from the 

1 <trPa^dl fSRJ'Jdl: I UOlWdlsfo 

BIBJI (BG. 9-25). 

a^dd^UdrMlftkfdf^drdlc^l (TP. 1-2-32). 


1 
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beginning that all such scriptural words like Agni can be shown 
iti denote Brahman directly in their etymological sense, In fact 
lie lias already shown how some words like Akdsa, Prana, GdyatrT 
tit directly denote Brahman etymologically. 

But the views of Saiikaracarya, Ramanujacarya and 
Madhvacarya are quite divergent on these last five sutras. All 
Imve agreed that the purport of siitra 24 is that Vaisvanara refers 
it* Brahman only, and the purport of siitra 27 is that Vaisvanara 
i . neither the presiding deity of fire nor the elemental fire. It 
means that Vaisvanara denotes Brahman directly. Yet, again in 
ultra 28, as interpreted by Saiikaracarya and Ramanujacarya, it 
i’. inld that in the opinion of Jaimini there is no contradiction even 
1 1 die word Vaisvanara is taken as directly denoting Brahman. 
In this purport, what is so novel or revolutionary a point to justify 
die necessity of taking the support of a contemporary thinker of 
die eminence of Jaimini? 

Saiikaracarya feels that all the three sutras 29, 30, and 31 
lie,nly, in different ways, the propriety of considering Brahman, 
who transcends all measures, as occupying the space of a span 
hi die heart, as described by the adjectives pradesamdtram and 
<il>liivimdnarii in the disputed passage (Chand. Up. 5-18-1). This 
pinul has already been taken care of in the phrase Tatha 
hi \t\upadesdt in sutra 1-2-26. Saiikaracarya himself has explained 
a 1 ., ‘‘it is advised here that Brahman should be conceived in the 
Ini in of Vaisvanara in the gastric fire”'. Moreover, in an earlier 
ultra, "Arbhakaukastvat... (1-2-7)”, this point has been already 
explained. So what is the need to prove the same point again, and 
duii loo by taking the support of others? 

Ramanujacarya thinks that these three sutras consider 
tlillerent points. On siitra 29 he says that, “the all-pervading 


I 


.ii^wtrtarw: I? i (s. bsb 1 - 2 - 26 ). 
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Brahman is described as being limited by heaven, etc.; 
Asmarathya thinks that as the Lord manifests Himself like 
that to his devotees, He is described thus” 1 . On sutra 30, he 
says that “Badari thinks that the Lord is so imagined in human 
form for the sake of Updsand ” 2 . On sutra 31, he says, “This 
altar etc. is said to be the chest etc. of the Vaisvanara in order 
to identify the offering to Prana which is performed by the 
updsakas (worshippers) with the Agnihotra sacrifice” so says 
Jaimini 3 . 

The fact that the Sutrakara is mustering here the support of 
some eminent contemporary thinkers, suggests that the author is 
up against some serious and formidable objections. It is to be 
noted that the author is at the end of a stage in the development 
of these Brahma-sutras. By the end of Pdtla 2 of 
Samanvayddhyaya, Sutrakara has completed the Samanvaya into 
Brahman , of a class of scriptural words. Sahkardcarya has named 
this class of words as spastabrahmalihga words of Pada 1 and 
aspastabrahmalihga words relating to Saguna-Brahman of Pada 
2. Madhvacarya has described this class of words dealt with in 
Pada 1 and 2 as Anyatraprasiddha words. It is natural for the 
author to review the work done and to take stock of the possible 
objections, if any, on that work. And this, he appears to have done 
in these five sutras. Though the five siitras are taken as part of 
the Vaisvanaradhikarana , they deserve to be treated as a separate 
Adhikarana. 

Madhvacarya has rightly guessed the possible objections to 
the entire exercise of samanvaya of all scriptural words into 

(Sri-Bhasya 1-2-30). 

2 tw ^WdwRlfd «n<*R<Mi4f (Srl-Bhusya 1-2-31). 

fcWIIUlWI: MNIIgd: 

4«-4rl I (Sri-Bhasya 1-2-32). 
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Hivhman. If all words are primarily applicable to Brahman alone, 
il would cripple all linguistic communication and bring the worldly 
iiansactions to a standstill. Even in Vedas, if all names denote 
Hrahman only, then there would be no distinction of Agni-sukta 
mill Varuna-siikta etc. And all would be Brahma-suktas. This 
objection questions the very basis of Samanvaya and the purpose 
mul utility of these Brahma-siitras. According to Madhvacarya 
ilicsc last five sutras answer these objections. Therefore, 
Madhvacarya’s interpretation appears more ingenious, appealing 
mul convincing. 


☆ A ☆ 



Chapter V 
Adhyaya I, Pada 3 
(WnWW I) 

1 

II #> f=R'l«ctFdL #> II d-3-1) 

cl^J5RT STITcT I ^cIT f43l < ^HMld^dcH ,L ll'4lc 4 -l3l«<^l ill41 ■ I 
^:‘ I^RTH.aTO^ cTg Wife ^^^^T^WTTclT^l^l 

The words 'tat tu are continued. In the absence of the word 
'sva' in the text under discussion, its synonym ‘ dtman is to be 
taken in its place. The abode of the heaven, the earth and the 
rest is That Brahman only, because of the word Atman, a 
synonym of ‘sva’ (used there). 


The passage under discussion here is a mantra 2 from 
Mundakopanisad. It says, —know Him alone, the Atman, in Whom 
the heaven, the earth and the interspace are woven together with 
the mind and all the vital-breaths (pranas ), and give up all other 
talk. This (knowledge) is the man’s bridge to immortality. 


The doubt raised is whether this substratum or abode of the 
heaven, the earth etc. is Brahman or the unintelligent matter, 
Prakrti or the individual souls like the presiding deities Rudra or 
Vayu etc. because, there are some Sruti statements which suggesi 
them to be the abode. This sutra declares that the abode of the 
heaven, the earth and the rest is Brahman only, since the word 
Atman is used. The word sva used in the sutra , is not found in 
the passage under discussion. Therefore its synonym Atman is to 
be taken in its place just as the synonyms of Raja are to be taken 
in the Paninian sutra sabha rajdmanusyapurva (Panini 2-4-23). 


1 % 3^ I (Panini 6-1-131). 

2 >jra4) na= ns sn^aj nt-. i 

^ Mtjyiy 1*^*1 II (Mund. Up. 2-2-5). 
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Instead of using the term atmasabdat the Sutrakdra has used the 
trim svasabddt , possibly to drive at the point that the word Atman 
inclusively belongs to the Supreme Being, Brahman, and to 
icmind the speciality of that word 1 . All the commentators agree 
•mi the purport of this sutra, though each one explains in his own 
way and draws further conclusions in line with his own philosophy. 

The statement amrtasya esa setuh in the passage under 
discussion allows different interpretations. Amrta means immortal 
iiiul it also conveys the sense of a released soul. Amrtarh means 
immortality as well as the collective body of immortals. It also 
means the Supreme Spirit, Brahman. Hence, the meaning of the 
iilmvc quoted statement should be taken with reference to the 
• onlext. The meaning which fits in the present context is that the 
f iiowledge of Brahman has been figuratively described as a bridge 
in teach immortality, that is to get released from the succession 
id births and deaths. Sankaracarya’s Purvapaksin takes amrta to 
mean Brahman and also understands setuh literally as a bridge. 
I berefore, he argues that if Brahman is to be reached by a bridge, 
thiihman should have a bank or edge. That renders Brahman a 
limited entity and hence the abode of heaven etc. cannot be taken 
<ii Brahman. Sankaracarya explains the Siddhanta that setuh 
ile-.t ribes the knowledge of Brahman and it is to be taken as a 
means or instrument to achieve immortality 2 . 

Kiimanujacarya has restricted the Purvapaksa to individual 
mulls ( JTvatman ) only and has dropped out Pradhana from its 
m npc. But this is not tenable. Because, the Sutrakdra himself has 
icluted the claim of both Pradhana and the individual souls to 
•lie status of the abode of heaven etc., in the immediately following 
mints of this Adhikarana. As such, both must be at the back of 
Ills mind as Purvapaksa, while composing this sutra. 

111 >K 1-3-1). 

' Il't* a mUHU I UHHId , I (S. BSB l-3-l). 
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After the passage discussed above, the next mantra' in 
Mundakopanisad says that “where all the arteries meet like the 
spokes of a chariot wheel in the hub, there within the heart He 
moves, becoming manifold’’. This looks like the characteristic 
mark of individual souls. Therefore, one may think that the abode 
of the heaven, the earth etc. may be the individual soul. The next 
siitra refutes such a contention. 

II # II (1-3-2) 

The abode of the heaven, the earth and the rest is That 
Brahman only, because the characteristic mark of being the 
one to be approached by the released souls, is spoken of for 
that. 

Here the Sutrakara adduces another reason ( hetu ) in support 
of the conclusion established by the previous siitra. That is why 
Ramanujacarya adds ca at the end of this siitra. Though the word 
upasrpya used in the sutra is in the form of an adjective, it is 
interpreted in the sense of an abstract noun upasrpyatva on the 
analogy of the Paninian sutra dvyekayoh dvivacanaikavacane 
(Panini 1-4-22) 1 2 . 

The statement amrtasya esa seluh in the passage under 
discussion (visayavakya) is also interpreted in the sense that this 
C Atman ) is the final goal towards which the released souls move, 
similar to the sense of muktdndm paramo, gatih. The word amrta 
is taken as the released soul and it is used in the singular to 
represent the whole class of innumerable released souls. The word 
setuh is taken as the limit or the goal. Thus, the purport of the 
sutra is that, the abode of the heaven etc. in the passage is 

1 am 33 31^3= i n 3531 11 

(Mund. Up. 2-2-6). 

2 £)+<iiRc4KIW4 TDK 1-3-2. 
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llmlnnan only and it cannot be an individual soul ( JTvatman ), 
.nice it is described as the goal towards which the released 
individual souls move ( upasrpya ). 


Based on scriptural statements like ‘ ‘ Rudro va va lokadharah ", 
'bluitarh ca bhavacca bhavisyacca ” etc., why should we not 
i onsider the deity Rudra or Prakrti as the abode of heaven etc.? 
I lie next two sutras answer this question. 


II & II (1-3-3) 

I 3R*TR it I I S far 1 


1?^: I (5RR) ^ 


The term ‘ dyubhvddyayatanam' is continued. From the word 
•iitumana (inference), the word anumana is derived by adding the 
-nll'ix 'em’ as per PaninTya siitra ‘sese (an) (4-2-92)’ in the section 
huldhitesu Saisikdh '. Anumana means anumanenaparikalpitarh , 
ilini which is determined by inference; it implies the Sankhya 
t'liiitluma. That which is determined by inference i.e. Pradhana , 
U not the abode of heaven etc. because of the absence of a 
word like trigunatmakaprakrti in the text (Mund. Up. 2-2-5). 


In Vedanta philosophy, generally Prakrti or Pradhana is 
understood by the phrase "that which is inferred". The argument 
•i ilini every effect must have a cause and that cause another and 
♦n mi until we reach an uncaused first cause. As the effects are 
nun concious the cause is inferred to be non-conscious since the 
. niise and the effect are assumed to be of similar nature. This is 
dir icasoning adopted by the Sarikhya system to establish the 
n-idilv of Pradhana 2 . 


' i I (Panini 4-2-92). In the remainder of (i.c. other than cdturarthaka) senses 

., lei (here be the affix an & t. It is both a vidhi and an adhikdra siitra. (Siddhdnta 

h'Utnmdi, S. No. 1312, Tr. by S. C. Vasu). 

M< K p. 287. 
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The plain purport of the surra is that Pradhana is not the 
abode of heaven etc. However, Saiikaracarya considers the deity 
Vayu also within the scope of dnumdna. Madhvacarya has taken 
dnumdna to mean the deity Rudra. Raghavedratlrtha has taken 
dnumdna as Rudra and Pradhana. Ramanujacarya has clubbed 
this sutra with the next one, which denies the status of abode of 
heaven etc. to the individual souls, and treated the mention of 
Pradhana as an example 1 to deny that status of abode of heaven 
etc. to individual souls. Since Ramanujacarya has excluded the 
Pradhana from the scope of his Purvapaksa , possibly he could 
not treat this as an independent sutra refuting the claim of 
Pradhana. Of course, there is no denying the fact that the deities 
Vayu and Rudra can be considered within the scope of the word 
dnumdna based on some statements in Sruti and agama texts. But 
the Sutrakdra is going to refute the claims of all the individual 
souls including the exalted ones, to the status of the abode of 
heaven etc., in the immediate next sutra. Therefore, I feel that 
there is no urgency to refute the claims of Vayu , Rudra and Jivas 
in this sutra itself. 

From the sutras seen so far, one can find that Badarayanavyasa 
follows some set pattern of teaching. By and large, there are three 
claimants to the characteristics discussed in these Brahmasutras. 
viz. Brahman, Prakrti or Pradhana and the class of individual 
souls including the exalted ones like the various presiding deities. 
First he declares that a particular characteristic mark is applicable 
to Brahman alone and specifies a reason ( hetu ) for that. In the 
next one or two sutras he adduces further evidence, if any, in 
support of his first statement. The phrase "applicable to Brahman 
alone" indirectly denies the claim of the remaining two. Then 
again in the following sutras he directly refutes the claim of the 
other two individually or jointly with reasons. 


1 *TOI... JWpf ^ nfaqKJH^ 3?fq | (SrT-Bhasya 1-3-3) (BNK. I.p. 210) 
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In keeping with this scheme, the Sutrakara has declared in 
<iin n 1-3-1 that the abode of heaven etc. is Brahman only because 
"I die use of the word Atman. In the next siitra he offers another 
h iisoii in support of this declaration. In this siitra 1-3-3, he is 
ilnredy refuting the claim of Pradhana to the status of the said 
il'ode. This siitra is identical with an earlier one, namely na ca 
tain ataddharmabhilapat (1-2-19). In the next sutra 
fnlnabhrcca (1-3-4)" the Sutrakara is going to directly deny the 
Iwiacteristic of abode of heaven etc. to all the individual souls, 
hh lading the various deities. Hence, 1 feel that there is no need 
hi mix up the things. 

II II (1-3-4) 

‘ii"i Rtao =4 * 

The individual soul also is not the abode of heaven etc. 
Iii<< iiuse there is no word in the Sruti, like Jiva, Vayu , Rudra 
elr. 


All the deities like Vayu, Rudra and others are also in this 
lii-is of individual souls, since they too are individual souls only, 
iltiHU’li exalted. This sutra could have been clubbed with the 
I'lt vious one. But it is kept separately in order to enable it to be 
H |n’iiU*d in the next siitra. 

Since the characteristics mentioned in the passage under 
Hu ussion, convey both the Brahman and Jiva, why should we 
uni accept the identity of Brahman and Jival The next sutra 
• Inn lies this doubt. 

II II (1-3-5) 

And because it is told that the individual soul is different 
hum Brahman, the individual soul is not the abode of heaven 
*•!«. 
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All the commentators agree on the purport of this surra, but 
they explain the same with reference to different passages 
( visayavdkya ) from Sruti. Sahkaracarya takes the same mantra 
from Mundakopanisad (2-2-5) which was discussed with siitra 
1-3-1. Since it is told that "you know that Atman alone" 1 , a 
distinction is made between the individual soul, the knower, and 
the Atman, to be known. Ramanujacarya and Madhvacarya consider 
here a mantra 2 from Mundakopanisad. It says: "The individual 
soul abiding on the same tree, being bewildered, grieves; bul 
when he sees the other one, the worshipful Lord, and knows His 
glory, he crosses over his grief. 

Thus, this siitra stresses the difference between Brahman anil 
the individual souls. Why should we take the word 'Isa' (Lord) 
as conveying Brahmanl Next siitra answers: 

II 3=0 WJTT^ & II (1-3-6) 

^HI-UKkW ^ WR tette TT 

The abode of heaven etc. is Brahman only, and not the 
Pradhana or an individual soul, since the subject of discussion 
in the section is the Supreme Being only. 

The Mundakopanisad starts ( upakrama ) with a mantra, which 
says that the first-born deity Caturmukha Brahma (not to be 
confused with Brahman) gave the knowledge of Brahman. 
Brahmavidya, to his eldest son Atharva 2 3 . Then the whole of the 
Upanisad talks of the Supreme Being only. Here, in this siitra, the 
Siitrakara is using Prakarana, which is one amongst the group 
of six Tatparyalihgas 4 . to prove the contention of the Adhikaram 

1 ^1M«l ?Rt l (S. BSB. 1-3-5). 

2 3$ 35^) 5TT=4T?1 | Wt7*F*m)WI 

uRHIHliikl^ldiil'tj: II (Mundu. Up. 3-1-2). 

3 # °t?JT «twti JTfHT I rr HdidOiyidUlUiW'l 

in? II (Munda. Up. 1-1-1). 

4 iwwi qr<fi«f<?w 4 ran^f^i (pms. 3-1-1 3 ). 
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Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya have interpreted this sutra 
mi these lines only. Madhvacarya however feels that this sutra 
advocates that the word Tsa used in the mantra 3-1-2 of 
W imdakopanisad (quoted as footnote on the previous page) refers 
in Hrahman, since the subject of discussion in the section is 
Hi oilman only 1 . He has felt this way possibly because the word 
iv(< denotes a ruler as well as Rudra, and in some scriptures 2 the 
drily Rudra has been described as the creator of this universe. 
Ilicrcfore, some may get confused that Rudra only is Brahman. 
In Vedic religion, there are a number of functional presiding 
denies ( ahhimam devata ) and among the followers of Vedic 
leligion every one has his own personal deity ( updsya devata). 
While worshipping or meditating on his personal deity, he addresses 
the deity as the creator and the protector of the world and as the 
Supreme God only. Since all the powers exercised by the deities 
•lie (hose delegated to them by the Supreme Being, a devotee 
worshipping his personal deity, is indirectly worshipping the 
Supreme Brahman only. Bhagavadglta corroborates this belief 
w hen it says,: "I give unswerving faith to each devotee who seeks 
in worship with faith whatever divine form (he chooses). With 
ihut faith, he wishes to worship that form. From that divinity he 
oliiiiins the objects of his desires; for I Myself have ordained 

ihi'in" 1 . 

This is what practically happens. But, Brahma-siitras, being 
dinurlical treatises, teach that, 4 "That Brahman , the Supreme 
lleing, is different from the deities Indra etc. on account of the 
di i lurulion of the difference". The Supreme Brahman is the inner 

I NHHWTTT^ 3 ^ I (TDK 1-3-6). 

! 'll Rrarftrt ^ ftpTnjmf ^ h rt fgur 

•l'(H^ II (Svela. Up. 3-4). 

I 'll <(l Tl Ti ag I dfUhWi 

(III. 7-21). 

i II it *11 (BS. 1-1-21). 
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ruler of these deities and all the powers exercised by these deities 
flow from the grace of that Supreme Being. Possibly because of 
such a situation Madhvacarya thought it fit to forewarn against 
such confusion. 

In addition to the evidence of Sruti and Prakarana for 
establishing the difference between Brahman and Jlva, shown 
here, the next sutra provides the testimony of lihga (characteristic 
mark) for the same. 

II l^rM<A«il 4 -' L li ^ II (1-3-7) 

^ ^J»-<4l'UI'4cM ^ : I 

' Sthiti ’ is the characteristic of abiding without being responsible 
for the fruits of actions. Adanam is the characteristic of being 
subjected to the fruits of actions. Because of the two distinguishing 
characteristic marks, one of Brahman who abides without 
being responsible for the fruits of actions, and the other of an 
individual soul who is subjected to the fruits of actions, the 
difference between Brahman and Jlva is told. On account of 
the mention of the difference between Jlva and Brahman, the 
abode of heaven etc. is That Brahman only and not Jlva. 

The passage ( visayavdkya ) referred to here is the same famous 
metaphor of Mundakopanisad (3-1 -1) 1 where Brahman and Jlva 
are considered as two birds perching on the same tree. Because 
of this difference of nature between Brahman and Jlva, Brahman 
alone can be the abode of heaven etc. and not the Jlva. All the 
commentators agree on the purport of this sutra. Howevei, 
Saiikaracarya points out that the distinction between the individual 
soul and Brahman is no more real than that between the ethri 


i si gW mpi mrFi i awi: 

II (Mundu. Up. 3-1-1). 
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within ajar and the universal ether 1 . V. S. Ghate remarks: "It is 
to he noted that the sutras 2, 5, and 7 specially refer to the 
•III Terence of nature between Brahman and Jiva". 

1 i 

II 3* ^TT II (1-3-8) 

•J*n d^M^lld. (^) I 

T he word Bhuman meaning abundance or plenitude 
connotes the Supreme Being only on account of His infinite 
bliss and on account of the scriptural teaching about His all- 
Iransccnding glory. 

In this sutra, the predicate is bhiima and the subject is tat, 
which is continued ( anuvrtta ) from sutra 1-1-4. Though the subject 
is in neuter gender, the predicate is in masculine, in order to be 
«ompatible with the statements in the Sruti under discussion, as 
usual. The word bhuman, derived from bahu 2 (many), conveys 
uhiiiidance or plenitude. Though it is an abstract noun by derivation, 
n is used as a noun. 

The topic under discussion here is a passage ( visayavdkya ) 
Iioiii Chandogyopanisad, which tells that 3 : "Happiness is in 
inciting) Him, Who alone has abundance or plenitude. There is 
mi happiness in anything which is little or mortal. Infinite 
iilunulance alone is happiness. But one should desire to understand 
Hun, in Whom there is plentitude (Bhiima)". 

The question arises as to who is this bhuman. This sutra 
I'icilicales that bhuman is That Brahman only. There is no 
ihITcrence of opinion amongst the commentators about this 


I SKK. p. 288. 

■ MU, + I (Panini 5-1-122) -> + (?) *4^ 

•l ’I I (Panini 6-4-158). 

I 'll 4 ^ ^ ^ l£TT ^4 ^WfirfHd=4: I (Chand. 

I’p 7-23-1). 
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predicate as well as about the passage under discussion. But the 
difference is in the reasoning through which the predicate has 
been arrived at. 

Besides the word bhuma , there are two other words in the 
sutra, viz. samprasadat and adhyupadesat , both in ablative. We 
know that the reason (hetu) is mentioned in the sutras normally 
with a word having an ablative case-ending. The question, therefore, 
arises as to whether these two words in ablative supply two 
reasons for arriving at the conclusion mentioned by the predicate 
or whether one is the reason and the other modifies that reason. 

Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya have taken the second view 1 . 
The phrase samprasadat adhyupadesat has been interpreted as 
"on account of information / instruction about it being given 
subsequent to / additional to / transcending samprasada ”. 

Sankaracarya has interpreted this sutra thus 2 : "The Supreme 
Self alone deserves to be bhuman and not Prana. Why? Because 
bhuman is mentioned as transcending Prana, vital air 
{samprasada )''. 

The context for this line of argument is a conversation between 
the student Narada and his teacher Sanatkumara, mentioned in the 
seventh chapter of Chdndogyopanisad. Narada approaches 
Sanatkumara and says, "I have heard from persons like your 
revered self that a knower of Atman goes beyond grief. 1 am in 
a state of grief. May your revered self take me across it". The 
teacher, following the teaching method- ’from known to unknown’, 
first ascertains from the student what he has already learnt. Naradu 
narrates a long list of subjects like Rgveda etc. which he has learnt 
and then confesses that he is a knower of verbal texts only ami 
not a knower of Atman. The teacher says, "What you know is a 
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name. Worship (continue the study of) the name (texts) and you 
will get whatever is within the reach of name." Narada enquires 
ms to whether there is any thing greater than the name. The teacher 
iinswers, "Surely, speech is greater than name." Thus, the 
rouversation continues and the teacher reveals an ascending series 

principles like name ( nama ), speech (vak), mind ( manah ), will 
i umkalpah), intelligence ( cittarh ), contemplation ( dhydnam ), 
understanding ( vijndnam ), strength ( bcilam ), food ( annam ), water 
\.\pah ), fire ( tejah ), ether ( akcisah ), memory ( smarah ), aspiration 
iiMfj) and the vital airs (prana) i.e. the life principle. The teacher 
tlit'fi eulogizes that one who knows (the Supremacy of) prana 
thus, is considered as eloquent (ativadi). 

Now, the teacher switches on to a higher gear and takes the 
■'Indent zooming to a higher level. Having praised the one knowing 
tltr hierarchy of mundane principles as eloquent, the teacher 
M’vrals: "But ( tu ), the real eloquent is he who talks out of realization 
•il Truth." Now Narada does not ask such questions like who is 
in ruler than this or that. He must have guessed that the teacher 
'vms talking about the Greatest Truth, Atman for which he came 
in Hie teacher. Nevertheless, Narada does not stop conversing. He 
it sponds quickly and positively to each statement of the teacher. 
When the teacher says "But, one must desire to understand the 
I mill". Narada immediately expresses, "revered Sir, 1 desire to 
understand the Truth". The teacher dilates the requirements for 
Inmving the Truth, as desire (jijhasa ), understanding (vijndnam) 
t.itili ( sraddha ), steadfastness (nisthd) and activity (krtih), and 
iiiiirs the well-known axiom that "When one obtains happiness, 
dii'ii alone does one act". For that, one must know what or where 
i > happiness. At this point, the teacher discloses that, "happiness 
i" in i getting) Him, Who alone has abundance or plenitude (bhuma). 
I lieu- is no happiness in anything which is little or mortal. Infinite 
•ihuiidance alone is happiness. But one should desire to understand 
Him, in Whom there is plenitude (bhuma)’'. This is the passage 
•uidi'i discussion here, which poses the question as to who is this 

*•1 ilium. 

it 
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Sankaracarya’s purvapaksin argues on the ground that the 
series of questions and answers between Narada and Sanatkumara 
ends with Prana. Then bhuman is spoken of. Therefore, bhiiman 
must be referring to Prana only. Interpreting this sutra (1-3-8) 
Sahkaracarya states his siddhdnta that 1 "The Supreme Sell 
(Paramdtman ) alone deserves to be bhuman and not Prana. 
Samprasdda is the state of deep sleep ( susupti ) as it is mentioned 
in Brhaddranyakopanisad along with the states of waking and 
dream. Since Prana (vital air) alone remains functioning in this 
state of deep sleep. Prana is referred to here by the term 
Samprasdda (by way of Ixiksand). Because Bhuman is mentioned 
subsequent to or as transcending Prana ( Pranadurdhvam ), the 
term Bhuman represents the Supreme Self only". 

Sankaracarya’s interpretation of the term Samprasdda as vital 
air (Prana) by secondary signification ( laksanavrtti ) appears too 
far-fetched. It is like taking the word ‘Bank-holiday’ as ‘Bank- 
watchman’, because he alone is on duty on holidays. Even accepting 
Samprasdda as vital air, one cannot ignore that vital air is an 
insentient principle according to Sankaracarya. On the contrary 
Bhuman, who is said to be happiness personified ( Bhumaiva 
sukharh) must necessarily refer to a sentient principle, because 
happiness is an attribute of a sentient being. To overcome this 
difficulty Ramanujacarya takes JTva in place of Prana. Still, the 
explanation fails to convince. It is true that Prana is great in the 
company of other principles described along with it. It is true that 
the Supreme Self transcends' Prana as he transcends every other 
thing. It is equally true that Bhuman (plenitude of all auspicious 
attributes) refers to the Supreme Being. Yet the transcendence ol 
the Supreme Self over Prana cannot be said to be a necessary 
and sufficient condition for the Supreme Self to be Bhiiman. 

I a SIM: I ifiCTTci;' <HUW I <K^H^t ll d ,l 5Rt 

SttlKid =*t till 

ITSRJJ atari =3 tTRWKHtaiFri HMl -HR wild SIMtSif <HU)HI<isr»rifcia i siMi^yri 

I (S. BSB. 1-3-8). 
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While expounding the highest Truth the teacher has, no doubt, 
ileseribed a hierarchy of various principles and Prana occupies 
ihe top rung in that ladder. But by the time the teacher introduces 
the term Bhuman, he is talking of happiness as an inspiration for 
llio sentient beings to act and Bhuman as an infinite source of 
happiness. Prana is left behind in the discussion and hence one 
need not hang on to Prana. 

The sutra has been explained above, as "Bhuman is the 
Supreme Self only and not Prana". But the sutra actually has only 
mi affirmative proposition and "not Prana" is only a conjecture. 
II the Sutrakara intended to negate the status of bhuman to 
I'nma, he would have said so as he has done in other cases, 
i- "netaro’nupapatteh (1-1-16)", "Anavasthiterasambhavdcca 
nrlarah (1-2-17)", "Na ca smdrtamataddharmdbhilapat 
11 2-19)", "Ata eva na devata bhutam ca (1-2-27)". Therefore 
llic above line of explanation followed by some commentators 
it not found convincing. If the Sutrakara had in mind a 
uMiiparative reference to Prana, he was expected to prefer 
a simpler phrase like ' Pranadadhyupadesat' ( laghavam ) to 
a cumbersome phrase as ‘ Samprasadadadhyupadesat' 
i l louravarii). 

Madhvacarya is the only commentator who has taken a 
licsh view of this sutra. He has treated both the terms 
will) ablative case-ending in the sutra as two separate reasons 
\ hr tit) for establishing the proposition that bhuman is Brahman 

• mly. But V. S. Ghate considers this as "not reasonable owing 
in lhe absence of ca"'. However, the absence of ca presents no 
pmhlem since ca can be taken 2 ( anukarsanam ) from the next 
•mm with sanctity. Moreover, since the Brahma-siUras have 

• nine down the ages through oral transmission, there are variations 
in the reading and the total number of sutras. For example, the 


■ vs(p. 59. 

ii'i-wsrentsjngf^ i (TDK. 1-3-8). 
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term sarTrasca, which forms a part of sutra 1-2-20 according to 
Sankaracarya, Madhvacarya, Nimbarkacarya and Vallabhacarya, 
has been read with sutra 1-2-19 by Ramanujacarya. Further, the 
whole term sarTrasca of sutra 1-2-20, has been taken by 
RaghavendratTrtha while composing the vrtti of sutra 1-2-19. 
Thus, taking a word from the next sutra is neither novel nor 
forbidden though modern scholars do not accept this. Hence it 
is not unreasonable. Moreover, in all probability, sutra 1 -3-8 and 
1-3-9 could both together have formed one sutra only as "Blulmd 
samprasadat adhyupadesdt dharnwpapattesca". Then where is 
the question of absence of cal 

According to Madhvacarya, this sutra adduces two reasons 
(hetu) to establish the proposition that bhuman refers to Brahman , 
viz. samprasada and adhyupadesa. Samprasada means infinite 
bliss (purnasukham)'. Some may think that even though Brahman 
may have abundance of happiness, He may also have a little of 
sorrow somewhere sometimes. As per RaghavendratTrtha 2 , instead 
of using the word purnasukhaWat, the term samprasadat is used 
to indicate that the {Brahman' s) bliss is unmixed with any kind 
of sorrow. "This is brought out in the sutra , according to the 
Tatparyacandrikd of Vyasatlrtha, by the use of the word 
samprasada whose derivation carries the sense of destruction of 
all pain” 3 . In other words, samprasada means infinite bliss, which 
causes a continuous unending state (feeling) of serene, composed 
joy unmixed with any sorrow. The second reason adhyupadesa 
means scriptural teaching about Brahman's all-transcending glory' 1 . 
It is to be noted that the greatness of other principles like Naina, 
Vdk, etc. is told with reference to some other principle in thal 

i srcn^: i (ns. i -3-8) (bnk. p. 2151 

(TDK 1 - 3 - 8 ). 

5^1 (TCP. p. 574) (BNK. p. 216). 

4 BNK. P. 216. 
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group, whereas the all-transcendence ( sarvottamatva ) of Brahman 
has been revealed without referring to or comparing with any 
other principle. Thus, the purport of the sutra is that bhiiman 
refers to Brahman only because of the teaching (by 
( handogyopamsad) that (i) He who is Bhiiman is bliss 1 and that 
lii) He transcends all other principles. 

The next sutra adduces another reason to establish that the 
lain Bhiiman refers to Brahman only. 

II to WTqrtSJ II (1-3-9) 

•FT HdWdlKd^HWI^N^aj I 

The term Bhuman conveys the Supreme Being only because 
(lie characteristics like omnipresence told (in Chand. Up.), 
suit Him only. 

Chandogyopanisad describes further some characteristic 
properties like omnipresence 2 etc. for Bhiiman. Since these 
properties are befitting for Brahman only, the term Bhiiman refers 
lo Brahman. 

II to to II (1-3-10) 

*l»ik dr| elite aiHikd'#: 31l+l^ll<-^McM^--d^ WTTcfl 

The term Aksara (mentioned in Brha. Up. 3-8-8) refers to 
Brahman only because it is said to be the support of everything 
upto and including Akasa signifying Cit-Prakrti. 

The topic under discussion here is a conversation between Rsi 
Y.ipiavalkya and GargT mentioned in the eighth section of third 
• huplcr of Brhaddranyakopanisad. GargT fires two questions to 

I 'll 4 ^ I (Chand. Up. 7-23-1). 

M WTO, -— I (Chand. Up. 7-25). 
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Yajnavalkya. The first 1 is "by what is that pervaded which is 
above heaven and below the earth, which is this heaven and earth 
as well as between them, and which they say was, is and will be?" 
The Rsi answers 2 3 as, "that is pervaded by the empty space Akasa". 
Then she asks the second question: "By what is the Akasa 
pervaded"? 1 The Rsi replies 4 5 : "The knowers of Brahman express 
that this Imperishable ( aksaram ) indeed is that". Then Yajnavalkya 
unfolds a series of characteristic marks of that Imperishable in 
enigmatic terms like neither gross nor minute, neither short nor 
long, unseen but seeing etc. Literally the word aksara 5 means 
imperishable and it is found used in scriptures to denote (i) a 
syllable (ii) jada-prakrti (iii) Cit-prakrti as well as (iv) Brahman. 
Hence the question arises as to what is referred to by the term 
Aksara in Yajnavalkya’s reply cited above, which is said to have 
pervaded the empty space occupied by the Earth, the Heaven, 
between the two and beyond the two and which is described by 
the said series of enigmatic epithets. This sutra avers that Aksara 
mentioned in the present discourse (between Yajnavalkya and 
GargT) refers to the Supreme Brahman, because it sustains 
everything from the Earth to the sky, i.e. entire cosmos 
(,ambardntadhrateh). 

There is no difference of opinion among the commentators 
about the purport of this sutra, but they differ in their method of 
explanation and in the assumption of Pur\>apaksa. 

Sankaracarya considers the doubt whether the term ‘ aksara 
here conveys a syllable or Brahman. His objector ( Purvapaksin ) 
argues that aksara popularly denotes a syllable and this fact 
cannot be ignored. Moreover, he says, another Upanisad tells 

1 

1 (Brha. Up. 3-8-4). 

2 3Tl^Rt I (Brha. Up. 3-8-4). 

3 4^3^ **§ 3Ttma sirasi I (Brha. Up. 3-8-7). 

4 M,d6 SltSPn 3rrH<^["-d I (Brha. Up. 3-8-8). 

5 R $RTR ?frt 3RRR. MtRh, I 
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dial, "all this is the syllable Oth only" 1 Sankaracarya explains the 
siddhanta that Aksara conveys Brahman (the Supreme Being) 
only because It Supports the entire universe of effects, from the 
earth to the sky 2 . Oth is a symbol of Brahman to aid meditation 
on Brahman, and in order to emphasize its importance it is told 
iliul, "all this is the syllable Om only’’ 3 . Aksara in the sense of 
being imperishable {na ksarati ) and all-pervading ( asnute ) conveys 
the Supreme Brahman only. 

The claim of the syllable Om to the status of Brahman is very 
weak because the syllables are by nature insentient things whereas 
I lie Aksara here is described as seer etc. which are characteristics 
ol a sentient being. 

Kamanujacarya considers the claim of Jada-Prakrti and the 
individual soul. His Pitrvapaksin argues that it is Jada-Prakrti i.e. 
I'mdlulna which is referred to here, because Scriptures also refer 
to Pradhana as Aksara. Pradhana is the cause of Akdsa. The 
\ka\a which is said to be the support of everything of the past, 
(Mi'sent and future is the unmanifest Pradhana or Avydkrta-Akdsa 
mid not mere ether. The Sruti tells that this unmanifest Akdsa is 
woven like warp and woof (i.e. supported), by Aksara. Therefore, 
Kiiinanujacarya contends that the Aksara here cannot be the 
I'lndhdna, for Pradhana cannot be its own support 4 . Moreover, 
Piadlidna being insentient principle cannot see, hear, and so on. 

I he description of Aksara as that which sees, hears, and so on, 
i M lodes Pradhana and the descriptions of Aksara as seeing all 
while remaining unperceived by others excludes Jlvatman. So, 
Ihe conclusion is that Aksara is Brahman" 5 . 


I 


\ 


Milt trtqj (Chand. Up. 2-23-3). 

, lfa'-dv(ti«>WMtm w-wtmidtAi vatun^i <s. bsb. 1 - 3 - 10 ). 
'14ft 


e. BSB. I 3-10). 
Niihliasya - SV 1-3-9. 


IINK 1. p. 235. 
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Madhvacarya considers the claim of Cit-Prakrti, the presiding 
deity of Jada-Prakrti, which is known as the Sfi-tattva. The doubt 
is whether the term Aksara here refers to Brahman or Cit-Prakrti 
(Sritattva) because the scriptures describe both as aksara i.e. 
imperishable. Since the Aksara is characterized here as the seer, 
hearer and so on, the Jada-Prakrti or Omkara have no room in 
the doubt 1 . The Purvapaksin argues that Aksara here refers to 
Sritattva , because Sritattva is popularly known and described by 
the term aksara 2 . Moreover, in the same context of 
Brhadaranyakopanisad (3-8-9) it is told that the sun and the moon 
are held up in their positions by the Aksara 3 . From Vagambhrani 
Sukta 4 (Rgveda 10-125-2) we know that it is the Sritattva which 
supports the sun, the moon and all other lesser deities. The 
characteristics of incomprehensibility ( adrsyatva) etc. mentioned 
here for Aksara, have been told for the Cit-Prakrti i.e. Sritattva 
in Bhagvadgita (12-3) 5 . Moreover, the Sruti tells that It (Aksara) 
does not eat anything, nor is It eaten by anybody 6 . But we have 
already seen in an earlier siitra that Brahman is the devourer of 
the entire moveable and immovable world 7 . Cit-Prakrti has 
nowhere been described as the eater of anything. So there is no 
objection in accepting Cit-Prakrti as non-eater 8 . Hence the term 
Aksara must be connoting here Cit-Prakrti only and not Brahman. 
Thus, the Purvapaksin comes up with a very strong argument in 
favour of Cit-Prakrti. 


=4 R fKdFlfaedRJ (TP. 1-3-10). 

2 tR (TP. 1-3-10). 

3 Rarn 4iswq st5im^ ninf fujhrsrrt raw: 

I (TP. 1-3-10), 

4 m RRRJ (RV. 10-125-2). 

5 RWRT3J a«n R TtJTR: I ‘-q I 

(W^WN'di R )^' I (TP. 1-3-10). 

6 *t R I (Brha. Up. 3-8-8). 

7 3trn •4<N<ll^i)|ld s l (BS. 1-2-9). 

8 R R nV4HlttfR-i|WHl£l4>H fM^SlTcn (TP. 1-3-10). 
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This siitra refutes the above argument and establishes the 
conclusion that the term Aksara in the present discourse conveys 
Brahman only. Yajiiavalkya first tells that it is dkato', the empty 
space (avyakrta akdsa) which pervades the heaven, the earth, 
between the two and beyond the two and which is said as was, 
is and will be. (This avyakrta akdsa denotes Cit-Prakrti). Having 
told thus, he further says that this akdsa itself is pervaded like 
warp and woof by Aksara. Thus, because this Aksara pervades 
i.e. supports everything from this earth to akdsa ( Cit-Prakrti ), 
including akdsa, ( ambardntadhrteh ), Aksara connotes here 
Brahman only. 

Aksara conveys Brahman only on account of another reason 
too, being given by the next siitra. 

II # HT ^ # II (1-3-11) 

# tN: I ?fT 3W aU^IWWId, 

I 

The term 'ucyate' is supplied to complete the construction. 

That support to everything from this earth to Akasa is 
also told to be through the supreme command of this 
Aksara. 

Sdsana means command. Prasasana conveys Supreme 
Command. The Sutrakdra explains that Brahman's support to 
everything from this earth to akdsa i.e. amhardntadhrti should 
Ik* understood not as Aksara directly and literally supporting 
everything, but as everything having its support by the Supreme 
( ommand of this Aksara. This refers to the next mantra in 
Hrhadaranyakopanisad that "under the Supreme Command of 
this Aksara, O Gargi, the sun and moon are held in their positions, 

i »trcrerq?^ udR-H-wHiH) uimkisi 

iilHm KlrlSJ 1 (TP. 1-3-10). 
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heaven and earth maintain their positions, and so on" 1 . Hence, this 
Aksara connotes Brahman only. 

The Sutrakdra adduces another reason for accepting Aksara 
as Brahman , in the next sittra. 

II 3* II (1-3-12) 

HRRl 
3IW m3 I 

The Aksara connotes Brahman only on account of the 
exclusion of mutually exclusive attributes like grossness etc. 
observed in the other ordinary things in nature, from that 
Aksara. 

Yajnavalkya describes, "This Aksara is neither gross nor 
minute, neither short nor long etc. It does not eat anything nor 
is It eaten by anyone" 2 . These attributes like grossness and 
minuteness etc. mentioned here, belong to the objects experienced 
in nature and they are found in mutual exclusion. These attributes 
are collectively described in the siiira by the term anyabhdva. As 
interpreted by Madhvacarya, this sittra asserts that "The Aksara 
connotes Brahman only on account of the exclusion of mutually 
exclusive attributes found in nature ( anyabhdvavydvrtteh) from 
that Aksara". The Sutrakdra does not directly state as "on account 
of exclusion of grossness etc. (sthoulyddivydvrtteh)". Had he 
directly excluded from Aksara all conceivable characteristics (as 
Aksara is neither gross nor minute etc.), then it would have 
reduced Aksara i.e. Brahman to a blank or zero or something 
devoid of any qualities ( nirguna ), as some people believe. By 

1 m awt miff f^r thhcC ----- 

THBtT- -I (Brha. Up. 3-8-9). 

2 — I B 45SR I 

(Brha. Up. 3-88). 
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excluding from Brahman, only the characteristics, which the limited 
human intelligence can conceive in nature {prakrtagunah ), the 
Sutrakara indicates 1 that Brahman , though devoid of characteristics 
found in nature (hence nirguna ), can still possess innumerable 
irans-empirical characteristics (hence saguna) in which even the 
otherwise mutually exclusive characteristics can co-exist. This is 
exactly what the Sruti tries to drive at when it says that "Brahman 
is subtler than the subtle and bigger than the big 2 ’ 1 . The statement 
about Aksara ‘not eating anything’ is to be understood in the 
sense that the Supreme Brahman has no necessity of eating anything 
to sustain itself like other creatures 1 . The purport of the sutra is 
that such exclusion of characteristics observed in nature, mentioned 
with reference to Aksara, will not suit anyone except Brahman 4 . 

Sankaracarya has taken anyabhavavyavrtti as exclusion of 
other alternatives. He has interpreted the sutra as asserting that 
' The Imperishable cannot be the Pradhana for the Aksara is said 
to be the seeing, hearing and perceiving which Pradhana is not 
capable of 5 . 

Ramanujacarya has interpreted the sutra on similar lines. 
According to him 6 ; "The insentient Pradhana is excluded because 
the text says that the Aksara is an intelligent principle inasmuch 
ns it is a seer, hearer etc. The individual self is excluded, as the 
Aksara is all-seeing but never seen etc. Therefore, this exclusion 
in Aksara, of what has a nature other than that of Brahman, 
lonfirms the view that It is Brahman". 

I 'll - '*} 3l*-M*ll'lcyiTh: RtTl^R R 

t^f^t.1 (TDK 1-3-12). 

■ i|'jikuftol< RRt .I (Kathu. Up. 1-2-20). 

i H *rafcl I 

I I P 1-3-12) (BNK t. p. 230). 

I •! fit RT^f 3RRR fRR # *IR: I (TDK 1-3-12). 

i SRK. p. 291. 

fi Sii i-hhiisya- SV 1-3-11. 
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Madhvacarya’s interpretation seems more ingenious and 
convincing than the other two. Repeated references to Pradhana 
appear superfluous. 

4 

II feikl+^^llrH: & II (1-3-13) 



As mentioned twice earlier (BS. 1-1-5 and 1-2-1) a 
Brahmasutra is normally expected to have an assertion ( pratijhd ) 
and a probans ( hetu ) to prove that assertion. In case of a sutra 
in an Adhikarana, where there is no assertion and the sutra 
contains only a probans, then it is expected to be a supplementary 
probans for the assertion in the immediately preceding sutra or 
in the first main sutra of that Adhikarana. 

This siitra 1-3-13, now under discussion, has been treated 
as an independent Adhikarana by all the well-known commentators. 
The siitra contains a compound word in ablative 
‘ iksatikarmavyapadesat' , which can be treated as a probans, 
The other word left in the sutra is the pronoun ‘ sah ’ obviously 
standing for the Paramatman, the Supreme Being, since we 
are discussing Him only throughout this Adhyaya. This word 
alone cannot indicate any definite assertion. As a result, wide 
variations are observed in the assertions assumed by various 
commentators. 

According to Sahkaracarya the interpretation of this siitra is 
that, "on account of the mention as the object of seeing, he (is 
the highest self)". He considers a mantra from Prasnopanisad as 
the topic under discussion (visayavdkya) for this sutra. The mantra 
states that "he who meditates on this Highest Self with the aid 
of the syllable Orh , with all its three constituent elements ( matrds ). 
merges with the Sun consisting of light. As a snake becomes freed 
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from its slough, in the same way he becomes freed from sins and 
he is lifted up to the world of Brahma (Hiranyagarbha ) by the 
Sdmamcintras . From this total mass of creatures (i.e. 
Hiranyagarbha), he sees the Purusa who abides in (everyone’s) 
body and who is superior to the higher one (viz. Hiranyagarbha )'' 1 . 
A doubt arises here as whether the Self to be meditated upon is 
die Supreme Brahman i.e. Nirvisesa Brahman or the four-faced 
Brahma. The Purvapaksin argues that since the meditator is led 
to Brahma-loka, the object of meditation could be the limited 
\apara) Brahma only. The Siddhantapaksin states that the object 
of meditation here has to be the Supreme (para) Brahman , because 
llte Upanisad further says that "he (meditator) sees ( Tksate) the 
Person who dwells in the body, the One who is higher than the 
highest concentration of life ( jlvaghandt )" 2 The sutra under 
discussion corroborates this Siddhanta view that the object of 
meditation here is the Supreme Self since it is mentioned as the 
object of seeing (realizing). 


Ramanujacarya has split 3 the word Tksatikarmavyapadesat 
into two words, iksatikarma and vyapadesat. He treats "iksatikarma 
uih" as the assertion (pratijhd) and “'vyapadesat ’ as the reason 
i lictit). Then the word vyapadesat becomes ambiguous and needs 
.mother word like ‘ Paramatmatvena' to make it meaningful. Thus, 
iho purport of the sutra , according to Ramanujacarya is that "the 
object of meditation ( iksatikarma) is Supreme Brahman and not 
Hiranyagarbha (Brahma ) because it is later mentioned 
lew ipadesat) as the Paramatman"* . V. S. Ghate says that if the 
ultra is to be understood this way, then it should have been in 




4 : 5^1 


'WlrHt 3TC5TO I (Prasna. Up. 5-5). 

a M.dfHI'J'NmkHilcMt tjfopj gwU&KT I (Prasna. Up. 5-5), BNK I p. 238. 
torffppf m mmcHI I ftp atqi&traj % tWcPW M-WIcHcdH I 

(Sribhasya 1-3-12). BNK 1. p. 239. 

VS(i. p. 60. 



150 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 


IBS.1-3-13] 


the form "Tksatikarma sa vyapadesat"'. B. N. K. Sharma also 
holds the view that such a reason ( hetu ), which needs another 
word to make it meaningful, is not in keeping with the normal 
practice of the Sutrakara 1 2 . 

Madhvacarya assumes as visayavdkyas a number of sentences 
pertaining to the creation of the world, such as those in which 
the word 'sat ’ occurs. They are 3 : (i) In the beginning, dear boy, 
there was only the sat , without a second, (ii) All these beings have 
sat for their source, sat as their abode, sat as their support, 
(iii) All these beings having come from sat , do not know that "we 
have come from sat". 

The doubt envisaged here is whether this 'sat ’ refers to 
Pradhdna ( Jadaprakrti ) or Brahman. The sutra decides, according 
to Madhvacarya, that since the act of thinking 4 (Tksati) and of 
creating 5 (karma) have been attributed ( vyapadesat ) to sat, sat 
refers to Brahman 6 (which is considered as a sentient principle) 
and it cannot convey the insentient Pradhdna. 

No doubt from the standpoint of the commentators, regarding 
the purport of this sutra , these erudite comments are indisputable. 
However, 1 fail to see any clear indication in the wording of the 
sutra to suggest that the purpose of the sutra is to decide either 
the object of meditation with the aid of the syllable Om, or the 
referent of ‘ sat' used in some ontological statements. There is 
no clear and independent purpose mentioned in the sutra. As per 
Purvamimdriisa sastra if an injunction is without a clear purpose 


1 VSG. p. 60. 

2 BNK, I. p. 239. 

3 (i) I (Chand. Up. 6-2-1). 

(ii) FMJdl: tfcitol: FRU 5FHT: W^WcHl: -HcUMHI: I (Chand. Up. 6-8-6). 

(iii) SHi: FRf : Run: FR H FR 3RR3R5 fffl I (Chand. Up. 6-10-2) 

4 «li C9T | (Chand. Up. 6-2-3) 

5 Same as above (Chand. Up. 6-2-3). 

6 "F% afar 5?*# sp ftft ft <33 fewip 1 * swfrj folcretf ^ ^ aw 

"^RT PfeSRTIRF Fl^FTIT^W: I (TDK 1-3-13). 
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(prayojana / phalct) then it should be treated as a part of nearby 
injunction having clear purpose 1 . Similarly, there should be no 
objection if this sutra 1-3-13 is considered as a part of the preceding 
Aksaradhikarana on the evidence of the sutra ’s position 2 (sthana). 
Then, the interpretation becomes straightforward and easy as 
follows 


Continuing (anuvrtti ) the term Aksara from sutra 1-3-10 and 
//<’ from 1-1-4, the sutra-vrtti becomes, ?!*• Ic-H I) 

That Pramcitman , the Supreme Being only is 
Aksara, since the act of seeing (thinking) is ascribed to Aksara. 
firliadaranyakopanisad states' 4 that this Aksara is the seer and that 
there is no other (independent) seer than this. This act of seeing 
or thinking can be attributed to a sentient Being like Brahman 
and not to Jadaprakrti. This sutra 1 -3-13, if interpreted this way, 
serves as another reason ( hetu ) for the conclusion established by 
uitra 1-3-10. If someone has an objection that the conjunctive 
particle ‘ca’ is missing, it can be taken from the earlier sutra 
I 3-12. 


Now the question arises as to which one of these interpretations 
t an be considered as more acceptable. The wording of the sutra 
does not appear to indicate that the sutra talks about and decides 
ihe object of meditation, as interpreted by Saiikaracarya and 
Uamanujacarya. The last interpretation, suggested by me, which 
i-i insiders the sutra as part of the preceding Aksaradhikarana may 
appear technically correct, but it tells the same thing which has 
been amply proved earlier and therefore adds little to the 
understanding of the reader. 

Though the sutra does not contain the word ‘sat ’, Madhvacarya, 
however, thinks that the sutra should be interpreted as follows : 

I 3T^ cRSFfl (PMS. 4-4-4). 

■ hmh i 3i4wwW<i (pms. 3 - 3 - 14 ). 

t n (TDK 1-3-13). 

I 5? . H|rq<tdisfct 5? I (Brha. Up. 3-8-11). 




152 


BRAHMAN IN BKAMHASUTKAS 


IBS. 1-3-I3J 


Wl 3T$TC: (M<HlcHI) ^ 


The word sat occurring in various contexts of Sruti such 
as ‘sadeva somya ’ etc. refers to the Imperishable Supreme 
Being only, because the acts of thinking ( Tksana) and creating 
(srstikriya) have been ascribed to sat. 


It can easily be seen that, so far, in each Adhikarana, the 
Sutrakdra has considered a debatable topic in Vedanta , originally 
discussed in some well-known scriptural text, taking a key-word 
used in the text repeatedly, and has given his decision in the 
matter, thereby revealing certain attribute of the Supreme Being. 
For example, in Aksarddhikarana , the key-word is ‘ Aksara' and 
the topic refers to the nature of the Supreme Being, discussed in 
a conversation between Yajnavalkya and GargT, in 
Brhadaranyakopanisad (chapter III, Section VIII), in which the 
key-word ‘ Aksara ’ has been repeatedly used. 

In Chandogyopanisad there are, in all, eight chapters. The 
first five of these mainly talk about various rituals and the remaining 
three discuss metaphysical topics. In chapter VI, there is a 
conversation between Uddalaka and his son Svetaketu about the 
nature of the Supreme Being. This is a very important and popular 
chapter, in which the father tells the son repeatedly the oft-quoted 
and oft-debated sentences: clc«c4 1 


In chapter VII, there is a conversation between Sanatkumara 
and Narada about the nature of the Supreme Being and the 
key-word used is "Bhunia". In chapter VIII, there is a 
conversation between Prajapati and his disciple about the 
nature of Brahman , as the one that dwells in the tiny space, 
k Dahara\ in the heart of a living being. The key-word in this 
discussion is dahara. These three conversations are quite 
independent of each other. 

Now, having covered the topic of chapter VII in 
' Bhumcidhikarana' and the topic of chapter VIII in 
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' Daharddhikarana' the Sutrakara is not expected to overlook or 
miss the most important topic of Chandogyopanisad in chapter 
VI. wherein the key-word used for Brahman is ‘sat' . Therefore, 
possibly Madhvacarya might have guessed that the key-word at 
the back of Sutrakara’s mind while composing this sutra , in the 
vicinity of Bhumadhikarana and Daharddhikarana, could be 'sat', 
•mi the strength of the positioning ( sthana )‘ of the sutra. Thus, if 
Madhvacarya’s interpretation is accepted, then the sutra becomes 
more meaningful. 

5 | 

In this Adhikarana, the Sutrakara confirms the Vedic concept 
that the Supreme Being dwells in the heart of every living being. 
In sutra 1-2-18 earlier also, the author has established that the 
Supreme Being is the indwelling controller in everyone. The main 
ultra here is: 

II ^ ^ SrftwT: # II (1-3-14) 

By and large all the commentators agree on the purport of 
this Adhikarana though there are some variations in reading the 
wording of the sutra. 

The word dahara means small or tiny and is an adjective. But 
the term daharah is a noun meaning a tiny cavity in the heart of 
ii living being. In this sutra , the term dahara is followed by a 
vowel. Hence, it can be taken either as daharah 2 or as dahare 

Saiikaracarya reads the word as daharah and inteiprets the 
ultra thus 4 :"The small space in the heart is Brahman, but not 
• Icinental ether ( hhutakasa) or individual soul ( JTva ), on account 

I 3pJR|!WlktJ (PMS. 3-3-14). 

i qtsftll (Panini 8-3-17), I (Panini 8-3-79). 

. I (Panini 6-1-78), Htq: 4ll<6rW4 I (Panini 8-3-79). 

i ’wipw i id*-4l 

it.J»-^: l (S. BSB. 1-3-14). 
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of what follows". The topic under discussion (visayavdkya) here 
is a passage from Chandogyopanisad 1 namely: "Now, in this city 
of Brahman , there is a mansion in the shape of a small lotus; in 
it is a small space ( dkdsa). What is within that is to be sought; 
that indeed, one should desire to understand". The doubt 2 here, 
according to Sankaracarya, is whether the small space in the heart 
refers to the elemental space ( hhutdkdsa ) or the individual soul 
(JTva) or Brahman. Therefore, he says, the sutra decides that 
daharah refers to Brahman but not to others because it has been 
asked to be searched and understood, and in later passages it is 
said to be as large as the outer ether, the support of heaven anil 
earth etc. and is free from sin etc. These qualities cannot apply 
to the elemental akdsa or JTva. 

Ramanujacarya also has interpreted the sutra on the same 
line. However, the reading as ‘ daharah ’ by these commentators 
and their conclusion that the small space in the heart itself is 
Brahman is not in keeping with the wording of the statement from 
Chandogyopanisad under discussion ( visayavdkya). The Upanisad 
clearly states 3 that, "There is a mansion in the shape of a small 
lotus. In it is a small space. What is WITHIN THAT is to be 
sought". The Bhdmatl has tried to defend Sankaracarya’s reading 
by arguing that the pronoun 'tasmin' refers not to the immediately 
preceding word akasah but to the remotely preceding word 
‘ hrtpundarika'*. B. N. K. Sharma counter-argues that in that case, 
instead of the pronouns l yad ’ and 'tad ’ in the visayavdkya , we 
should expect to find their masculine forms l yah' and 'sah' with 

i aw iik<bRr--*i6i^I grsftai wr ^si^^d<i+4*iirdi^^^dw^«4'l 
agra WW^IlRrawtiilkl I (Chand. Up. 8-1-1). 

qmte^fa i (S. bsb 1 - 3 - 14 ). 

3 | <5[T: I I 

(Chand. Up. 8-1-1). 

(BhamalT 1-3-14, BNK I. p. 245). 
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reference to the word daharah '. Therefore, Madhvacarya rightly 
reads the term daharci in the sutra as dahare. Then, the 
interpretation of the sutra would be as follows : 






WdW Ifqn efg 


The words 'tat tu are continued. The term 
'<Ivubhvddydyatanam ’ is continued from sutra 1-3-7 skipping 
uver the intermediate siltras. The word 'sat' is also continued 
Irom the preceding sutra. What is inside the tiny space in the 
heart is Brahman only, the support of heaven and earth etc. 
on account of the characteristics like freedom from sin etc. 
mentioned in the following sentences. 


The sutra contends that what dwells inside the small space 
in the heart of a being is Brahman , described as the support of 
heaven and earth etc. and not the elemental ether or JTva , because 
die same entity is later described as free from sin, old age, death, 
sorrow, hunger, thirst and so on 2 . These characteristics cannot 
apply to the elemental ether or individual soul. 

The Sutrakdra offers some more reasons in the next sutra, 
to vindicate the concept that Brahman dwells in the heart of every 
bring. The same Chandogyopanisad further tells 2 that, "all these 
• irniures here, though they daily go into the realm of Brahman 
(hi their heart, during deep sleep), yet do not find it. Hence the 
next sutra asserts as shown herebelow. 

II JTTcRl^rRf rRTT % ^ II 

(1-3-15) 


l IINK I. p. 245. 

' 4 X l l cH I Miidq i mi rear) ffopgffisfrfit MMWrfli smre: flrTTOfcq: 

<1 MM^Iliudca: -l(Chand. Up. 8-7-1). 

' 1*11: SRI: 3t<tt<L*he«-c4 *3 RkPh .I (Chand. Up. 8-3-2). 
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dlT^rMItrl I 4 lid: I 5T=^T et§43l«<v I rT§ “fiffa 

tJH-fT^rcl^ | 5WT % ^ 

The words 'dahare', 'tat tu' are continued. The word ‘ gati ’ 
stands for the repose obtained during deep sleep. Sabda stands 
for the ‘word Brahman' . On account of the mention of the 
characteristic of being the daily repose and the use of the word 
Brahman (in Brahmaloka), what dwells in the tiny cavity of 
the heart is Brahman only. Similarly, it is seen indeed in other 
Srut is also that the One dwelling in the heart-lotus has the 
characteristic of dwelling in a world having oceans of ambrosia. 

Having introduced the concept in mantra 8-1-1, 
Chandogya Upanisad further describes 1 the entity in the 
heart-lotus as the supporter of all these worlds. This attribute 
applies to Brahman only. Secondly, in Brhadaranyakopanisad 
also there is a parallel statement 2 which tells that "He who lies 
in the ether that is within the heart is the controller of all, the 
lord of all, the ruler of all is the protector of all these worlds". 
Hence the Sutrakdra adduces two more reasons in the next 
sutra in support of the proposition that Brahman dwells in the 
heart-lotus of every being. 

II 3=0 II 

(1-3-16) 

mw-- top 

From the term ‘ dhrti a sentence having the word dhrti is 
to be understood. 'Ca' is taken in the sense of ‘ upalabdhesca '. 

1 3TCT q atlrRT I (Chand. Up. 8-4-1). 

2 q rrerq use qq 

V,mI I (Brha. Up. 4-4-22). 
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What lies in the heart-lotus is Brahman only, on account of 
(I) the distinctive attribute of being the protector of all these 
worlds and (ii) the Brahman's glory found attributed to what 
lies in the heart-lotus, in Brhadaranyakopanisad too. 

The next sutra provides another reason for holding that 
Itnihinan dwells in the heart-lotus of all beings. 

II to II (1-3-17) 

What lies in the tiny cavity of heart is Brahman only 
luTHuse the concept of Brahman dwelling in the heart-lotus 
U well established in Sruti texts like ‘ daharam vipapmam ’ 
He. in Taittiriya Mahanarayanopanisad. 

As an example, Madhvacarya quotes a mantra 1 from 
Xiiruvanopanisad of Taittiriya Scikhd. It says that; "In the 
iiinlsi of the heart-city there is a small lotus free from sin. It 
i’. the abode of the Supreme Being. In that is a tiny space. 
I hr one, who is free from sins, free from sorrow and dwells 
in that (tiny space) should be meditated upon". Thus, the 

■ oiKi'pt of the Supreme Being abiding in the heart-lotus is 

■ imir well-known. 

When Chdndogyopanisad addresses the entity dwelling in the 
lii-nii lotus as Atman and also addresses the liberated individual 
.mil as Atman and Brahman, why should we not consider that, 
li.it dwells in the heart is Jiva‘1 The next sutra answers this 

■ liii'siion. 

II to fTrf to II 

(1-3-18) 

* 't r.i ^ gwgfhs gtucudwi. <T3TH ^ nml 

I (M. BSB. 1-3-17). 
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Chandogyopanisad first asks' us to investigate and understand 
that which dwells inside the tiny space in the heart of a being. 
It addresses 2 the entity as 'Atman' and describes the same as free 
from sin, old age, death, sorrow, hunger, thirst and so on. Further, 
the Upanisad tells what happens when an embodied individual 
soul gets liberated or emancipated. It says 3 that ‘this (individual 
soul), having obtained the grace of the Supreme Being, rises out 
of this body, reaches the effulgent Supreme Being and appears 
(and remains) in its own original (bodiless) form. This individual 
soul too has been addressed 11 by the Upanisad as Atman and 
Brahman. The Upanisad says, "he who moves about adored in 
dreams, is the Atman. He is the immortal, the fearless. He is 
Brahman". Therefore, someone may argue that since the individual 
soul is referred to here as Atman and the entity dwelling in the 
tiny space in the heart of a being has also been referred to as 
Atman , what dwells in the tiny space in the heart is the individual 
soul. This sutra refutes such a contention. 

Ufo aWMelldJ 

If it is said that, since the individual soul, which is other 
than the Supreme Being, is referred to by the word Atman , 
which word was earlier referred to the entity dwelling in the 
heart-lotus, it is the individual soul that dwells in the tiny 
space in the heart, (we say) it is not so, because it is impossible 
to have the characteristics of being free from sin etc. and of 
immortality etc. in individual souls. 

The entity dwelling in the tiny space inside heart-lotus has 
been earlier described as free from sin, old age, death, hunger. 


1 

2 

3 

4 


Chand. Up. 8-1-1. (Footnote under BS. 1-3-14). 
Chand. Up. 8-7-1. (Footnote under BS. 1-3-14). 

(Chand. Up. 8-12-3). 


v)«llfMpl fcL KJcl .I 

I (Chand. Up. 8-10-1). 
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ilmst etc. It is impossible to attribute these characteristics to the 
nulividual soul. A liberated individual soul may acquire such 
iiliributes. Therefore, if someone argues 1 that since it is possible 
Im a liberated individual soul to acquire these attributes, the 
individual soul only is said to dwell in the heart-lotus in view of 
iis future liberated status, it is not tenable because even for the 
liberated individual soul it is impossible to acquire such attributes 
independent of the grace of the Supreme Being. 

It may be with the grace of the Supreme Being, but when it 
i'. possible for the JTva to acquire freedom from sin, oldage etc., 
‘i 1 . seen from the later description then why should we not consider 
■hat it is the JTva dwelling in the heart-lotus which is asked to 
lie investigated and understood? The next siitra answers this 
■ineslion. 

II & & II (1-3-19) 

ijM I H fRT ?RT ^ ^turcl I I tpffcP flH 

•M I 

'Tu' here means ‘only’. The words 'sah' and ‘ dahare ’ are 
> mitinued. ‘ Na ’ is supplied to complete the construction. If it be 

*ni<l that the individual soul only dwells in the heart-lotus on 
hi count of (the description in) the subsequent sentence ‘there 
lie moves about’ etc., it is not so, because what is said in that 
milence is about a liberated soul only appearing in its own 
m lginal bodiless form. 

The objector insists that since the liberated individual soul 
liiih been described in the subsequent sentence 2 as moving about 
• n|<tying (eating), playing, rejoicing with women, vehicles or 

i *1 'I Ml--9 •jTb-jfl') ^ *UI<4*(iq"lVw4<) flct yTM'MI'-<44-'ll<1«-») u l 

111* 1-3-18) 

• I ' 13 <4<Ild (.hhnU «1imxi <41-1'll ^llldlH'lf •fffl*; 

I (Ohand. Up. 8-12-3). 
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relations, not remembering this body in which he was born etc., 
the characteristics of freedom from sin, old age, death, hunger, 
thirst etc. can be attributed to the liberated individual soul and 
hence that only is the one who dwells in the heart-lotus. This siitra 
refutes this contention. 

The idea is that we are discussing here about that which is 
free from sin, death etc. and dwells in the heart-lotus of a living 
being. It is impossible for an individual soul to be free from sin, 
death etc., while living with a body and a heart. When it {jiva) 
may acquire these attributes after liberation, it will have neither 
a body nor a heart. Here, the reader may have a genuine doubt 
that when a liberated soul has neither body nor any organs, how 
the Upanisad tells that the liberated soul moves about enjoying 
(eating), playing, rejoicing with women etc. How can the liberated 
souls be distinguished as male and female? Apparently, the 
statement looks contradictory. The Upanisadic Statements are noi 
to be taken in their literal sense. In the statement under reference 
above, what the Upanisad tries to drive at is that the liberated soul 
remains in a state of absolute happiness. But the mundane audience 
cannot imagine happiness without reference to the sensual 
enjoyments. In their conception, a man is happy when he gets 
everything that he wants. Therefore, it is customary for religious 
books to use such a language as is done in the Upanisad above. 
Qur’an, the sacred book of Islam, expresses similar sentiments. 
It says' that, "the description of paradise which the pious persons 
have been promised is that in it are rivers of water, the taste and 
smell of which are not changed, rivers of milk of which the taste 
never changes; rivers of wine delicious to those who drink; and 
rivers of clarified honey; there in for them is every kind of fruit , 
and forgiveness from their Lord (Allah)". 

The persistent argument of the Purvapaksin that it is the Jiva 
dwelling in the heart which is asked to be investigated, since it 


I Qur’an. Sura (Chapter) 47, verse 15. 
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in later described as Atman and Brahman , is refuted in the next 
ultra on another standpoint. 

|| # Wref: & II (1-3-20) 

'I I wsjm: I ^ 3llcHI ?RT 

M-WT WllcHWW. ^ I 1 

'Ca here means 'only'. ‘ Anyartha ’ means that which has a 
ililicrent topic (under discussion). The reference as “thisAftnan” 
(peaks about something else i.e. the Supreme Being only, and 
no! about the individual soul. 

In .surra 1-3-18 earlier, the objector ( Purvapaksin ) had argued 
Hull, "it is the individual soul which dwells in the heart-lotus 
luYause it is referred to by the term Atman". This was refuted by 
Hie Sutrakara by pointing out the impossibility of attributing the 
- liaracieristics like freedom from sin, death etc. to an individual 
•null. Mere in this sutra, the Sutrakara takes a different stand to 
ii lnk’ the same argument of the objector. The sutra , as interpreted 
In Madhvacarya says that the reference as "this Atman" speaks 
ulnuii something else i.e. the Supreme Being only, and not about 
Hu' individual soul. 

This sutra is so laconic that it permits different interpretations. 
Vi i Hiding to Sahkaracarya, the siitra tells that 2 the reference to 
ihr individual soul has a different meaning, i.e. to make us aware 
"I Us real nature. Ramanujacarya interprets thus 3 : “And the 
n Irience (to the individual soul) is for a different purpose”. 

1 lowever, the interpretation of Madhvacarya has been found 
in lu- in keeping with and supporting the central theme of this 
1 illnkarana that it is the Supreme Being who dwells in the tiny 
|iin «• in the heart-lotus of a living being, and not the individual soul. 


• VKM 1-3 20. 

'•UK 1-3-20. 

•.Imsya - SV. 1-3-19. 
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If one doubts how Brahman can exist in such a tiny space 
in the heart of a living being, then the next sutra deals with this 
doubt. 

II ^^cTTCTcI ■$> II (1-3-21) 

^IcT 5N: I ^l c t' J llci s *7 ?RT *7 I rTrl 

3T^F«n^Ir^ PnI^HIKc^iRhI 3tTRJ 

The word na is supplied to complete the construction. If i( 

is said that, what dwells in the heart-lotus of a living being 
cannot be Brahman because the space available within the 
heart-lotus is understood to be tiny, it is not so. It has already 
been explained earlier (in sutra 1-2-7) that like space ( Akasa ), 
the omnipresent Brahman may be said to occupy a tiny and 
limited space for the purpose of meditation. 

6 I 

II 3* ^ 3* II (1-3-22) 

Here again, in this sutra , there is no express assertion ( pratijful ) 
to be proved. The words only indicate the probans ( hetu ). The 
term ‘ anukrteh' in the ablative is clearly the probans. The pronoun 
‘ tasya’ in the genitive, obviously standing for the Supreme Beinp 
since He is being discussed, only qualifies the term ‘anukrteh' 
As already said during the discussion on sutra 1-3-13, when n 
sutra contains only a probans or when there is no clear assertion 
(pratijna), then the sutra can be considered as a member of the 
preceding Adhikarana. The conjunctive particle ‘ca' in the sutra 
supports this view and indicates that this sutra provides an 
additional probans to prove the assertion in a preceding sutra 
Naturally, Ramanujacarya has treated this and the next sutra a* 
part of the preceding Daharadhikarana'. The term 'anukrti' 
literally means either imitation or similarity i.e. parity of attributes 


VSG. p. 61. 



iis i :i-22] 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 


163 


Kainanujacarya has taken the term anulcrti 1 in the sense of 
individual soul’s ( Jivdtman's) attaining parity of attributes 
in iinyam) with Brahman , in liberation ( moksa ). In 
< lutndogyopanisad Prajapati tells his disciple that, "now, that 
-none (i.e. completely satisfied) being, rising out of this body and 
•filching the Supreme Light, appears in his true form. This is the 
W man, it is said. This is the immortal, the fearless. This is 
Ihtilunan" 2 . Thus, in Prajapati’s teaching, the individual soul 
iiilnins similarity with Brahman , after liberation. As already said 

• iirlier {siitra 1-3-14), Saiikaracarya and Ramanujacarya have 

• iintended that the tiny space ( daharah) in the heart-lotus, instead 

• 'I the one within that tiny space, is Brahman. Ramanujacarya 
inilds that 3 , as the individual soul is said to attain the likeness of 
•In- Supreme Light, the small Akdsa {daharah), by meditating on 
ii the individual soul cannot be this small Akdsa. Therefore, 
Hiimanujacarya’s interpretation 4 of this siitra is that, the one 
dudi attains this likeness, (viz. the individual soul) and the one 

• hose likeness is attained (the small Akdsa, the Supreme Brahman) 
•in' different. Thus this sutra supplements the contention of sutras 
IM and 19 earlier that ‘ daharah ’ is Brahman only and not the 
individual soul. 

However, Sankaracarya and Madhvacarya have read more 
•in lining in this sutra based on the significance of the words used 
•In'll* in. Therefore, they have treated this sutra and the next one 
I* Imtiling a separate Adhikarana. They think that this siitra 
•dm in a popular mantra 5 , appearing in Kathopanisad (2-2-15), 


MNK l.p. 
*l»l M 


252. 


•II- Ilia I (Chand. Up. 8-3-4). 


RT vr<JlirKi'W*-Ht| ^')>'ll[i|M' i Mt4rt ^ 


’dil'lmsyii - SV. 1-3*21. 

M-ir.^cn SRFTRraOT RT^£|S^«m 4 W I Sribhasya - SV 1-3-21. 

.MK p 297. 

•t 'li HITcT ^ ^Hl HTF^T I 

•HMI fkm fcT II This mantra is normally chanted while performing 

N• »ii during Puja. 
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Mundakopanisad (2-2-10) and S vet as vataropanisad (6-14). The 
mantra states that, "There the sun does not shine, nor the moon 
nor the stars; these lightenings also do not shine; then how can 
this fire (shine)? Only when He shines, everything shines after 
Him. This whole world is illumined with His light". Possibly the 
similarity between the words 'anukrti ’ and 'tasya' used in the 
sutra and the words ‘ anubhati ’ and ‘ tasya' used in the mantra, 
might have led Sankaracarya and Madhvacarya to conclude that 
this mantra could be the visayavdkya for the sutra. 

According to Sankaracarya, the doubt here, which the sutra 
supposedly seeks to clarify, is whether the one after whose shining 
everything shines, whose shining illumines this whole world, is 
some physical luminous body or the Supreme Self 1 2 3 . The sutra 
declares that it is the Supreme Self only. The Sruti says that 
Brahman is of the nature of light ( bhariipah ) : and Brahman is 
the Light of lights (jyotisam jyotihf. However, such a doubt is 
less likely. While explaining the intention of the sutra, 
Sankaracarya has quoted the mantra 4 , " hiranmaye pare ko$e", 
which just precedes the mantra under discussion, in 
Mundakopanisad. Therefore, it seems that the visayavdkya before 
Sankaracarya is as it appears in Mundakopanisad. But in 
Mundakopanisad, the mantras immediately preceding and 
following the visayavdkya, expressly talk of Brahman only 
According to Purvamimarhsa sdstra , such a situation where n 
statement is sandwiched between two statements, it is known us 
> sandamsa’ i (a pair of tongs). In such a case, the sandwiched 
statement is expected to talk of the same thing as is done by the 
preceding and following statements. Therefore, there is no room 

1 4 ^ mm ramfrt tr ral mfi snrm i 

(S. BSB. 1-3-22). 

2 Chand. Up. 3-14-2. 

3 Brha. Up. 4-4-16., Mund. Up. 2-2-9. 

4 Mund. Up. 2-2-9. 

{Arthasangraha 54). 
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lor any doubt as to whether the visayavakya talks of Brahman 
or of some other luminous body, as raised by the Sahkaracarya’s 
I'tlrvapaksin. 

If the sfitra were to just answer the question as to whether 
everything shines after and the whole world is illumined 
by Brahman or some physical luminous body, then the Sutrakara 
muld have used the word * anubhanat ’ instead of 4 anukrteh' in 
die siltra. Anukrti is a general term and anubhdnam is a particular 
i use. Eventhough the word anukrti literally means imitation or 
similarity, in the statement "everything shines after Him" in the 
viutvavdkya, more than imitation or similarity there is a sense 
uhsolute dependence 1 . 

Madhvacarya has also considered the same visavavdkya, not 
tis appearing in Mundakopanisad but as standing in Kathopanisad 2 . 
Ik* has held the mantra not as posing any doubt but as offering 
mu answer to the question posed by the preceding mantra. In the 
|nst concluded Daharadhikarana it has been established that the 
Supreme Being dwells in the heart of every living being. 
kiithopanisad repeatedly tells that 3 “only those who realize Him 
wini is present in themselves have eternal bliss and not others”. 
I lie Upanisad further says that 4 “of this they hold that it is the 
lushest indescribable bliss. How can I comprehend it? Will it 
•I.iwii or not?” The doubt here, which the disciple (Nachiketas) 
\(.ims to know, refers to the bliss of those who have realized 
Htiiliman or to Brahman Himself. While answering Naciketas’ 
>|iu-stion “whether it will dawn or not”, the teacher Yama (the 
immI nl death), clarifies the doubt, just raised, also in the succeeding 

•Mf.ll (TPD. 1-3-22). 

K.illia. Up. 2-2-15. 

I 'IHI.RRj Sltfct: (Kalha Up. 2-2-12,13) 

i ip^sPi^pr ^ 3 afoapftaf fog sr 11 

iKiiiha Up. 2-2-14). 
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mantra. It expresses two attributes of Brahman. The first is thul 
everything shines after Him which means that every activity in 
the world is absolutely dependent on the will and compliance ol 
Brahman. The second attribute is that this whole world is illumined 
with His light. The two terms in the siltra viz. ‘anukrteh’ and 
‘tasya ’ adduce these two attributes as the reasons for holding that 
the highest indescribable bliss which Naciketas yearned to know, 
refers to Brahman, and not to the bliss of those (jhdnins) who have 
realized Brahman, because it cannot be said that everything shines 
after the bliss of jhdnins, nor can it be said that this whole world 
is illumined by the light of jhdnins' bliss 1 . 

It is universally accepted that everyone strives for happiness 
and that too for unadulterated and eternal happiness. So, having 
heard from his teacher (Yama) that "only those who realize Him 
(Brahman) who is present in themselves have eternal bliss and 
not others", Naciketas expresses his earnest desire to know 
(experience) that in the words 2 , "How can I know It? Will It dawn 
or not?". The optative 3 form of the verb vijdmyam indicates n 
prayer 4 5 . This eternal bliss prayed for to be known / experienced 
(jhdndrtharh prdrthitarii), is termed by Madhvacarya as 
‘dnukulyena grhyamanam’, in his * Nydyavivaranarii ’, which m 
his another work on Brahmasutras. Anukula (ista) means desirable, 
pleasing. Anukulya is the desirable feeling. Grhyamanam 5 is the 
passive present participle of the root grab, to accept. Thus, 
dnukulyena grhyamanam is that which is accepted as the most 
desirable feeling i.e. eternal bliss, because, no other thing is more 
desired than happiness 6 . 

1 15 *t ^ NHiid I (M. BSB. 1-3-22). 

2 fog mfa ;i vnft m i (Katha. up. 2 - 2 - 14 ) 

4 nufarcf (kkd 2 - 2 - 14 ). 

5 55Z: 5t^-4IW’4l4lW*tWHWlfy+< , Jl I (Panini 3-2-126). 

6 I g$W|u| W] 

Scnfot snrftn ^ hr: 

nraraj (Vkm. 1 - 3 - 22 )- 
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According to Madhvacarya this sutra establishes the attribute 
•mukulyena grhyamdnatvam ’ of Brahman. Therefore, the 
•^position (vrtti) of this sutra will be as follows. 

I rR^Tcf cT^I dMr^kd I 

‘dHd dkdH^dTTd ffcf ?I^Nt dl^til^l^R cWT 
’I ‘dR mu RW’ fTcf drM+lwStrti: I 

The phrase ‘dnukulyena grhyamanarii' is taken for 
■ mnpatibility of sense. The word ‘tasya ’ is repeated. The words 
int tn ’ are continued. The eternal bliss prayed for to be known/ 
imperienced is that Supreme Being only, on account of the 
mlivities of all, being subject to His will and compliance and 
•he whole finite reality manifesting in His light. The reasons 
ini this contention are provided by the two words in the siitra, 
■mukrteh and tasya. The first one states that every activity in the 
loilm of finite reality is subject to the will and compliance of 
Itiiihuian. Knowledge/ experience is also an intellectual activity. 
I lie second word tasya specifies that the whole finite reality 
ih.iiii lests in His light. 

Confirmation of this conclusion comes from the Smrti texts 
■il mi, as shown in the next sutra. 

II & 3TTC II (1-3-23) 

»(• *{d! fTO 3TN l 

What is declared by Sruti is recollected by Smrti 
illluigavadglta) also. 

In keeping with their respective interpretations of the previous 
•Him. various commentators have referred to different verses 
limn HhagavadgTta. Ramanujacarya quotes the verse 14-2 1 , which 

<•( niianTiftfrd nn fnvjWmnm: i mfsN vMd r ^ 11 

'IK. M2). 
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says that, "resorting to this knowledge, they have attained attributes 
similar to those of Me; they are not bom at the time of creation 
(of the world), nor are they distressed at the time of (its) 
dissolution". This corroborates the individual soul’s attaining the 
likeness of Brahman in attributes, after liberation, 

Sankaracarya and Madhvacarya refer to stanzas 15-6 and 12 
of BhagavdgTta. The first 1 one tells that, "the sun does not illumine 
that; neither does the moon nor the fire. That is My Supreme 
abode, reaching which none returns here." The second 2 verse says 
that, "the brilliance of the sun which illumines this whole world, 
that which is in the moon, that which is in fire, know that as 
mine". The purports of these two verses confirm the contention 
of the mantra, taken as visayavakya by Sankaracarya and 
Madhvacarya, for the previous sutra. 

II ■$> WTk T: & II (1-3-24) 

Here, the phrase 'sabdcit era' means ‘because of the word 
(used in the text) itself’. The word ‘ pramitah ' has two meanings, 
one as ‘measured or limited’ and the other as ‘proved or 
established'. Therefore, there is scope for the commentators to 
assume their own doubt and to clarify it with the help of this sutra 
Each commentator is right in his own way. 

However, the passage (visayavakya) considered for discussion, 
by all the commentators, is the same. It says 3 ; “the person of thr 
size of a thumb resides in the middle of the body. Knowing Him. 
who is the ruler of the past and the future, one need not try In 

1 R d-AlHMd n 5RTT51 «t 41'W I ■RRc'il <3 iH'W-rl ct'yjm '-KH mt II (BG. 15-fn 

2 ^ wsnra wi nmiui 

(BG. 15-12). 

3 3WJBHW: SilcHpl IcIHIfl I ill'll B BBl I'l'Jjy'+lcl 1 % fUt,M 

(Katha. Up. 2-1-12). 
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save himself (i.e. he becomes fearless). This verily is That (which 
v«»u asked for)”. 

The doubt here, according to Sahkaracarya is whether the 
person (purusah) referred to is the individual soul or the Supreme 
living. Sankaracarya has taken the word pramitah to mean 
measured or limited. So, according to him the exposition (vrtti) 
ttl (he sutra is; (d^t=() I The purvapaksin 

.agues that the all-pervading Brahman cannot be limited to the 
»l/c of a thumb; the embodied individual soul limited by adjuncts 
may, however, be thought of as limited to the size of a thumb. 
In support of his contention he quotes an instance from 
Muhabharata in which Yama, the god of death, is said to have 
•hugged the thumb-sized soul of Savitri’s husband Satyavan. The 
ultra refutes this contention. It says that the person of the size 
••I a thumb residing in the middle of the body can be the Supreme 
living alone because he has been described by the word ruler 
( Iuina) of the past and the future. None other can control the past 
ami the future. 

Ramanujacarya also has followed the same line of 
mivrprelation. His purvapaksin quotes a mantra from Svetdsvatara 
I'ptinisacl' in support of his objection, where there is a clear 
n In vnce to the individual soul of the size of a thumb, and having 
•Ivmivs and egoism. 

lor explaining this sutra, Madhvacarya has taken the 
wnnl pramita to mean ‘established’. He doubts the word 
hilihi itself, as whether it conveys Brahman or Prana. Because 
llir same Isana has been described further in Kathopanisad as 
ilii uiic who pushes the prana (vdyu) upword and impels the 
■il'iiiiu (vdyu) downward and as Vamana sitting in the middle 
whom all deities worship. Controlling the breath, being in the 

|l " n (Sveta. Up. 5-8). 
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middle and being worshipped by all deities refer to the characteristic 
marks (liriga) of Prana. Therefore, the Purvapaksin contends 
that Isana conveys Prana and not Brahman. The sutra refutes 
this contention. The exposition ( vrtti) of this sutra, according 
to Madhvacarya is; 

cnTTcT: I 

* I 

It is established that the word Isana conveys Brahman 
only, on account of the use of the word Vamana for him. The 
word ‘Vamana ’ invariably signifies Vishnu and never Prana. 

Therefore, even though the mantra 1 mentions the characteristic 
marks ( lihga ) of Prana for Isana, the srutimantra clearly says that 
Isana is Vamana. By convention ( rudharthanirclesa i.e. Sruti), the 
word ‘Vamana’ signifies Visnu and not Vayu. The Sruti is always 
considered as stronger 2 than and overriding the lihga. Hence, 
Isana conveys the Supreme Being and consequently the person 
of the size of a thumb ( angusthamatrapurusah) residing in the 
middle of the body refers to the Supreme Being only. 


How can Brahman be of the size of a thumb? This doubt is 
cleared by the next sutra. 

II pTOU 3 II (1-3-25) 


fTcl 





The omnipresent Brahman is said to be of the size of u 
thumb with reference to the space available in human hearl 
only because human beings alone are eligible to study 
scriptures. 


(Kalha. Up. 2-2-3). 


2 


i I (PMS. 3-3-13). 
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The doubt here is that, since the Supreme Being resides in 
ihe heart of every living being and the size of the heart varies in 
different classes of beings, how can the size of the Supreme Being 
!>(■ limited to that of a thumb. The surra clarifies that Brahman 
is said to be of the size of a thumb with reference to men only, 
because men alone are capable of understanding Supreme Being 
ii-siding in their heart and meditating on Him. 

There is unanimity among the commentators on the purport 
o| this sutra. 

Adhikarana no.s 8 and 9, comprising sulras 1-3-26 to 1-3- 
*H incidentally talk about the eligibility of human beings as well 
ns super human beings like deities, for the study of Brahmavidya 
in (he scriptures. As such, there appears to be some digression 
mill these sutras are not concerned with the characteristic marks 
nl Brahman, aimed at in this study. Hence, these sutras are 
skipped over. 

10 *bHHlfa<b< u IHJ 

II # II (1-3-39) 

This sutra contains only one word in the ablative case, which 
• .in only be a probans (hetu). It means ‘on account of trembling'. 
I lie re is no express mention of any assertion (pratijha) to be 
pinvcd. Therefore, Ramanujacarya has found it fit to be taken as 
•in additional probans for the assertion in the previous 
1'iiimitcldhikarana, that the person of the size of a thumb residing 
in itu' middle of the body is the Supreme Being. Ramanujacarya has 
iiikm as the passage ( visayavdkya) for discussion a mantra 1 from 
A.i thopanisad. The mantra says 2 , "whatever there is in the whole 

I >llf< ft ^ Sim qirra «l'tl*Ji|d q II 

i Kiiiliii Up. 2-3-2). 

’ii ililiitsya - SV. 
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world, when it comes out of Him. trembles in His breath. He is 
a great terror like the raised thunderbolt. Those who know this 
become immortal". According to Ramanujacarya, this text tells 
us that the whole world trembles from great fear of Him who is 
of the size of a thumb, and who is referred to in the above text 
as Prana. Such power before which everything trembles, can be 
Brahman only, as seen from other texts also. For example, Taittirtya 
Upanisad says' that, "from Its fear the wind blows, from fear the 
sun rises, etc." Hence, the person of the size of a thumb residing 
in the middle of the body is Brahman only. 

The passage ( visayavdkya ) discussed above by Ramanujacaryu 
is the same as that taken earlier by Sahkaracarya. But hit 
interpretation of the mantra and conception of the doubt are 
different. According to Sahkaracarya, the mantra tells that, "this 
whole world, having emerged, throbs with the help of Prana 2 (the 
life principle). It is a great terror, an uplifted thunderbolt. Those 
who know this become immortal”. The doubt here is who is this 
Prana and what is this terrific Vajra \ Sahkaracarya has treated 
this sutra as a separate Adhikarana. His Purvapaksin argues that 
this Prana is the air that sustains life and Vajra is the thunderbnli 
generated by moving air during rain. Immortality also is due to 
the knowledge of air. The sutra refutes this contention. According 
to Sahkaracarya, this mantra talks of Brahman only, because the 
preceding and succeeding mantras discuss the Supreme Beinp. 
How can we say that the air is described in the middle? From the 
sentence that "this whole world throbs with the help of Prana" 
it is understood that the Prana is the substratum or refuge for the 
world and that the word Prana is used in the sense of Brahman 
only. In Brhadaranyakopanisad (4-4-18) Brahman has been 
described as "Prana of Prcina" i.e. the Vital Force of vital all 
Moreover, as the whole world starting from fire, air, sun etc. ilu 

1 qjiai ht^RI I (Tail. Up. 2-8-1). 

2 1 (S BSB - 1-3-39). 

3 ^ts^i rm: ft (s. bsb i-.i-.i9). 
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ihc appointed duties fearing this Brahman 1 only, what is compared 
ii» ihc terrific thunderbolt is Brahman only 2 . Further, since its 
knowledge leads to immortality it should be Brahman only, because 
^\c l dx vat a ropanisad 3 tells that, "after knowing Him only one 
becomes immortal; there is no other way to go". This section (in 
which this mantra is included) is about the Supreme Being only. 

On the same line as that taken by Sahkaracarya, Madhvacarya 
tins also treated this sutra as a separate Adhikarana and the 
vwayavdkya is also the same. However, Madhvacarya has not 
doubted the word Prana, possibly because it has been conclusively 

• Mablished in the first Pcida that Prana connotes Brahman. The 
doubt, according to Madhvacarya is what is this word Vajra 
> ouvcying in the passage under discussion. His Purvapaksin argues 
dial Vajra is popularly known as the name of Indra’s weapon. The 

• mm says that this is not true "on account of throbbing ( kampcmdt )". 

Udyatavajra, conveys Brahman only but not Indra’s 
tmipon, on account of throbbing. The mantra under discussion 
i* understood by Madhvacarya in three ways as thus: 

Those who know That terrific Udyatavajra (1) because of 
whose impelling this whole world, born of Prana {Brahman), and 
nmaining in Prcina (Brahman), throbs, (2) because of whom this 
wlude world and Prana (the wind-god, vital air) are bom and 
ihiob, (3) because of whose impelling the Prana (the wind-god, 
>ii.il air) from whom this whole world is born, throbs, become 
immortal. Since this Vajra is said to be the impelling force behind 
ihr whole world, which is an exclusive attribute of Brahman, 
1 1 uni conveys Brahman only. 

i vwwqw ^4; n 

i K.iiIki Up. 2-3-3). 

«‘7UlrWf^JTRpK ^ fRT 

‘IMVlfaB «WI (S. BSB. 1-3-39). 

• Ul'l I (Svelii. Up. 6-15). 
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In the opinion of Madhvacarya, the word Vajra is not used 
here as a simile, but it directly denotes Brahman etymologically 
(yogavrttyd ) and by usage among the learned ( vidvadrudhivrttyd ). 
In support of his contention he quotes a verse from 
Brahmavaivartapurdna which tells that "He is called a Chakra 
because He rotates the individual beings in the transmigratory 
world; He is called as Vajra because He is free from blemish; He 
is called as Khadga because He destroys the wicked; thus, the 
One who is denoted by the names of weapons is the Supreme 
Being Himself" 1 . 

11 

II ^lkK*MI< # II (1-3-40) 


The word ‘ jyotih ’ conveys Brahman only because it is 
seen/understood (in/from scripture). 

For explaining this sutra, the passage ( visayavdkya) assumed 
by Sahkaracarya, is a mantra 2 from Chandogyopanisad, which 
tells that "this serene one rises out of this body, reaches the 
highest light and appears in his own form. He is the highest 
person". The doubt here is whether the term ‘light’ here refers 
to some visible luminous body or Brahman. Sahkaracarya is 
aware of the fact that in an earlier sutra ‘ Jyotiscaranabhidhdndt' 
(1-1-24), it has been established that the term jyotih referred to 
Brahman. Therefore, his Purvapaksin argues that; "while 
explaining an earlier sutra (1-1 -24) it has been said, with reference 
to another passage from Chandogyopanisad (3-13-7) that jyotih 
conveyed Brahman, on the strength of context (j?rakarana ) i.c 


t 

2 


(M. BSB. 1-3-39). 




(Chand. Up. 8-12-3). 
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dial the whole section was talking of Brahman. But here, the 
section talks of arteries of a living being and his departure from 
the body towards the sun (Chand. Up. 8-6-5). Therefore, one has 
in take the popular meaning of the word jyotih as a physical 
luminous body like sun". Saiikaracarya replies; "(as the sutra 
asserts) jyotih conveys Brahman only because the same meaning 
is clearly seen (darsanat). The discussion from 8-7-1 (in Chand 
l Ip.) is about the One who is free from sin, who should be sought, 
who should be enquired into etc. The discussion about Brahman 
only is seen here. Chand. Up. 8-12-1 talks of the individual soul 
who can become free from pleasure and pain when he gets freedom 
liom the body. Further, it is said that for getting freedom from the 
hoily. the individual soul becomes one with Brahman 1 . Moreover, 
the adjectives like ‘the highest Light’ and ‘the highest person’ are 
used. The release of the individual soul departing from the body 
iiiul reaching the sun (told in Chand. Up. 8-6-5), is not the ultimate 
release, because it involves movement and modification. In ultimate 
u'lcase movement and modification are absent". 

Saiikaracarya suggests here that the release of an individual 
mill after reaching the sun is not the ultimate release, but his 
irlcnse alter reaching the highest Light is the ultimate release and 
ilimTore the Light (jyotih ) connotes Brahman. In monistic 
philosophy (advaita) the final release ( moksa ) comes when an 
individual (JTva) realizes his identity with the nirguna (devoid of 
••Hi iluites) Brahman and merges with It 2 . Here above in the passage 
liom Chandogyopanisad referred to by Saiikaracarya. the 
Individual having reached the highest Light is called as the highest 
person and is further described 3 as moving about eating, playing, 
repin ing with women, vehicles or relations etc. This description 

• mi hardly befit the nirguna Brahman. 

(ill 1 . P.339. 

• n 'JTIH! ft hTtI 4.HHN0 ^TlPi'rf MI*W SllldlH'lf — 

. (Chand. Up. 8-12-3). 
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On the other hand, Ramanujacarya takes the sutra as one 
compound word in the ablative case and treats it as an additional 
probans for the assertion in the preceding Pramitadhikarana. 
According to him, the Person of the size of a thumb residing in 
the middle of the body is the Supreme Being, on account of the 
brilliance 1 understood / seen (jyotirdarsanat ) in the text which 
says 2 "there the sun does not shine, nor the moon and the stars...". 
This interpretation appears more reasonable in view of the fact 
that it has already been established earlier (BS. 1-1-24) that "the 
term jyotih connotes Brahman''. 

Like 3aiikaracarya, Madhvacarya also has treated this sutra 
as a separate Adhikarana. But his passage ( visayavdkya ) taken for 
discussion is different. It is a mantra 3 from Brhadaranyakopanisad. 
In that section of the Upanisad , king Janaka questions Yajnavalkya 
as to what is the leading light for living beings, which enables 
them to carry out activities. Yajnavalkya replies that (during the 
waking state) the sun, the moon, the fire and the speech serve as 
leading lights; but (during the sleeping state) when the sun, the 
moon, the fire and the speech are inoperative, it is the Supreme 
Being who serves as the leading light. In this mantra under 
discussion Yajnavalkya describes the characteristics of the Supreme 
Being. He says that "He who is knowledgeable, who dwells in 
the organs and the heart as the (self-effulgent) light, becoming 
one (with the individual being, Jlva) accompanies (the Jlva) 
between the two worlds (waking and sleeping), as though He (the 
Supreme Being) thinks, moves". Here, the doubt is whether the 
light in the heart (intellect) is Jlva or Brahman , because the 
characteristics of being knowledgeable, dwelling in the organs 
and the heart and moving between waking and sleeping states arc 
common for both JTva and Brahman. This sutra, according to 

1 Sribhasya- SV 1-3-41. 

2 Kalha. Up. 2-2-15. 

(Brha. Up. 4-3-7). 
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Madhvacarya, asserts that the light (jyotis) in the heart here is 
Hrahman only because the scriptures say so ( darsandt ). The word 
ihirsana in this sutra is taken by Madhvacarya to mean religious 
knowledge in the scriptures. And he quotes a statement from 
iinother scripture to support this view. Thus, the exposition of this 
uiira according to Madhvacarya is : 

•'itsq RfTFWq: dfid d g Hfc: 

'15R1^ I 

The light described as “He who is knowledgeable, who 
dwells in the organs and the heart as the self-effulgent light 
lllfha. Up. 4-3-7) is Brahman only but not the individual soul 
because it is scen/told as such in scriptures. 

12 

II to to II (1-3-41) 

»|.q: 3W: | did: flccdd. I dTOT: 

The word Akasa conveys Brahman only because it is spoken 
of ns something different (from names and forms) and so on. 

There is unanimity among the commentators about the purport 
i>l this sutra and the passage ( visayavdkya ) for discussion. The 
passage is a mantra 1 from Chandogyopanisad which says, "verily, 
what is called Akasa is the sustainer (of the world) of name and 
hum. That within which they (name and form) are is Brahman , 
I hat is the immortal. That is the Atman". 

According to Sahkaracarya and Madhvacarya, the doubt here 
in whether the word Akasa denotes the physical elemental ether 
<m hrahman. Because the elemental ether is popularly known as 

i A||<*.l5Tt % Jtnt HIH€WlP)VRdl ^ rl^olEjJ tt 3TTr*TT— I 

a luml.Up. 8-14-1). 
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dkdsa and the characteristic of being the support of the world of 
names and forms can be attributed to it. The sutra refutes this 
view. It says that the word dkdsa here connotes Brahman only 
(but not ether), because it is spoken of as something different from 
names and forms. The Upanisad says that the Akdsa contains 
within it the names and forms. It means that the Akdsa is not one 
of the names and forms and it is something different from names 
and forms. On the other hand the elemental ether is one of the 
five created elements having names and forms, viz. earth, water, 
fire, air and ether. Moreover, the Akdsa is further expressly said 
to be Brahman , immortal and Atman. 

However, Brahman is addressed with so many names 
and described in so many forms. In fact all names are said to 
convey the Supreme Being. Then how can we say that Brahman 
is different from names and forms? Since no name can completely 
describe Him or represent Him, the Supreme Being is beyond 
names. Since He is not having a physical form, the Supreme 
Being is beyond forms. Madhvacarya quotes a passage from 
Brahmapurdna in support of this view. It says that "since the 
Supreme Being is beyond comprehension in all His fullness 
He is said to be nameless and since He has no physical body 
He is said to be formless 1 ". 

The doubt according to Ramanujacarya is whether dkdsa here 
conveys Brahman or a released individual soul; because the 
individual soul ( Jlva) can be looked upon as the support of names 
and forms, and in the released state it is beyond all names and 
forms. Then it is refuted by saying that the evolver of names and 
forms does not mean one who takes those forms, JTva , but one 
who evolves these names and forms for it 2 . 

The above doubt held by Ramanujacarya is rather far-fetched, 
The word Akdsa is not used to denote a Jlva and there is no 


1 aptrni fra i (M. bsb. 1-3-41) 

2 Sribhasya - SV 1-3-42. 
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specific characteristic mark in the visayavakya to suggest that 
Aka so denotes Jiva. 


13 

II & # || 





(1-3-42) 


Repeating {anuvrlti ) the term 'vyapadesdt' from the previous 
ultra, this siitra means "on account of the mention of the difference 
between the individual soul and the Supreme Being in the states 
• <l deep sleep and departure from this body". 

Since the siitra furnishes only a probans ( hetu ) and there is 
iiu mention of any assertion (pratijhd ), the sutra is expected to 
he taken as an additional probans for the assertion in the previous 
ultra. That is exactly what is done by Ramanujacarya 1 . 
Himu'mujacarya’s Purvapaksin says that some scriptural texts 
declare the identity of individual souls and Brahman and deny 
duality. The highest Brahman' refers only to the individual soul 
in release. The attainer, the individual soul, and the attained, the 
Brahman- world, are not different. Therefore, the word ‘Akdsa’ 
(discussed in the previous siitra) refers to the individual soul in 
iclease. 


According to Ramanujacarya this siitra refutes the above 
• miicntion. Brhadaranyakopanisad says that (during deep sleep) 
tins person (individual soul) fully embraced by the All-knowing 
iSupreme) Self, knows nothing either external or internal" 2 . This 
shows that in the state of deep sleep the individual soul is different 
limn Brahman. So also at the time of death, the scripture says 3 
ilmi "the (individual) self in the body mounted (driven) by the 


i '.nl'liasya- SV 1-3-43 

<l'l 3tR*RT q Sira ^ R (Brha. Up. 4-3-21) 

1 »l'l illfk 3!Tr*n Suc+mi J'-t-v-rt'-mfcl I (Brha. Up. 4-3-35). 
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All-knowing (Supreme) Self, quits". Thus, as the sutra puts it, 
on account of the mention of the difference between the individual 
self and the Supreme Self in the states of deep sleep and departure 
from the body, the Supreme Self is clearly different from the 
individual soul. 

During the discussion on the previous sulra, Ramanujacarya’s 
Piirvapaksin had contended that the individual soul in release, 
could have been referred to by the word Akasa . because in the 
released condition the individual soul was different from names 
and forms. This contention was obviously based on the premise 
of difference between Brahman and the individual soul as otherwise 
the objection had no locus standi. In his Tdtparyacandrika , 
Vydsatirtha questions, “having accepted thus the difference, how 
can the Purvapaksin shift his ground and raise an objection here 
based on the identity of Brahman and Jiva' ’?' Moreover, the topic 
that Akasa refers to Brahman has been already established once 
earlier in the first pcida (sutra 1-1-22). Here incidentally it is 
mentioned again, may be because, as some commentators put it 1 2 , 
the word Akasa is popularly known to denote both Brahman and 
the elemental ether. Hence, Piirvapaksin has some scope to object 
again. However, by providing two more probanses using two 
more sutras to establish the same thing again, as done by 
Ramanujacarya, little purpose is served. 

Based on the words used in the sutra, Sankaracarya and 
Madhvacarya think that in.this sutra the Suirakdra is up to establish 
something more important. Sankaracarya has considered this and 
the next sutra as forming a separate adhikarana , and as referring 
to the entire gamut of the discourse by Yajnavalkya to the king 
Janaka, in the third and fourth sections of the fourth Adhyaya ol 
Brhadaranyakopanisad. In this conversation, Janaka asks "who 


1 M. BSB - AHB 1-3-43. 

2 I (TDK. 1-3-40). 
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is Atman?" 1 In order to enable the king to comprehend and 
identify who is Atman, Yajnavalkya describes in detail how Atman 
steers the individual souls through all of their states of life viz. 
waking, dreaming, deep sleep and death, back and forth, in their 
transmigratory groove. The doubt 2 here, according to Saiikaracarya. 
is whether this discourse is just to summarize the mundane life 
of individual soul ( JTvci ) or to establish the nature/identity of the 
Supreme Being (Atman). Sahkaracarya’s Purvapaksin argues that 
since the beginning, the middle and the concluding parts of this 
discourse deal with the details of the life of a JTva, that must be 
Ihc topic of the discourse. The established (Siddhanta) view 1 is 
dial this discourse is for teaching the concept of Brahman only 
and not for recapitulating the nature of JTva, because of the 
mention of the Supreme Being as different from JTva, in the state 
of deep sleep and at the time of departure from the body. Having 
said thus, Sahkaracarya further opines that the purpose of 
mentioning the details of the characteristics of JTva in the discourse 
is to expose the nature of JTva and to show its identity with 
limhman 4 (!). But he does not quote any passage which clearly 
shows that the intention of the discourse is to establish this 
identity. All the phrases and extracts quoted there-with go to 
describe Brahman only. 

It appears that in order to answer Janaka’s question "who 
is AtmanT, Yajnavalkya details the mundane life of a JTva 
.leered through all the stages of life by Brahman, as a 
medium through which the Supreme Being expresses Himself 
■Hid through which Janaka may perceive and identify Brahman. 

I 3TTr*TT fRT I (Brha. Up. 4-3-7) 

‘ dfWi do I 13 M MM< WH Wt WtHlRwtp'MUfrtMKHM'tWId I 

IS BSB -VA 1-3-42). 

arotsngj <s. bsb - t-3-42) 
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He tells that 1 "this all-knowing Person, remaining as the (self- 
effulgent) light in the heart of a JTva, being one with the organs, 
controls them, as though He thinks. He moves, and accompanies 
the JTva through waking and dream worlds". In the dream state 
whatever the JTva experiences. Brahman also witnesses, but 2 "He 
is untouched by whatever He sees in that slate, for this Person 
is unattached". In between Janaka repeatedly requests Yajnavalkya 
to instruct him how one can extricate himself (from the 
transmigration). Ignoring the request for the time being, 
Yajnavalkya continues his description of the presence of Brahman 
in other states of JTva. In deep sleep, he says that 3 "this person 
(JTva). fully embraced by the All-knowing Atman, does not know 
anything at all, either external or internal". For the JTva, this state 
of deep sleep is, perhaps a foretaste of liberation. The teacher 
describes how in that state JTva is free from desire, grief, and evil 
woes, etc. Then at the time of death 4 , “this JTvatman in the body, 
mounted (driven) by the All-knowing Supreme Being, quits (the 
body)”. Further, he tells the process of transmigration. Now he 
answers the oft-repeated query about the release from this 
transmigratory bondage saying 5 , "when all the desires that dwell 
in his heart (mind) are shed away, then he, the mortal, becomes 
immortal, and experiences and enjoys the presence of Brahman 
in this very body". Then there is eulogy of the released JTvas. 
Finally, Yajnavalkya recapitulates his discourse on the nature of 
Atman saying 6 , "that great birthless omniscient Atman, being one 
with the organs, lies (dwells) in the ether within the heart (of a 
JTva). He is the controller of all, the lord of all, the ruler of all". 

1 3ts3 1^1433: 3% 3^1: B = BfRI 

I (Brha. Up. 4-3-7). 

2 B 3B3 Idfrtd 34TH SIBift 3^3 = I (Brha. Up. 4-3-15). 

3 373 WRNtHI 3 3T3I T3l33 3^ BMtHJ (Brha. Up. 4-3-21). 

4 373 snfh samr 31 % snrtRi 3 mhp. 4 mid i (Brha. Up. 4-3-35). 

5 3^1 B3 377B7 3Sf3 ftai: I 373 B73fs% W0 m BB^c7 ?lct II 

(Brha. Up. 4-4-7). 

6 B 3T 33 353737 37TcR7 3ts3 31% 3 33tSB7^3 3a+|*H.-dRBsd?l 

43ft B«fwiRmlrl: I (Brha. Up. 4-4-22). 
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Thus, the whole exercise seems to be aimed at revealing the 
nature and identity of Brahman as the indwelling spirit that controls 
all the activities of beings in all the stages of their life in the 
transmigratory path. The sutra, under discussion, avers that 
Hmhman is different from the individual souls (even) in the states 
of deep sleep and departure from a body. Ramanujacarya has 
held 1 Brahman as different from individual souls even in their 
irleased condition. Hence, in the absence of any specific statement 
nl the Sruti mentioned by Saiikaracarya in support of identity 
between Brahman and the individual souls, his conclusion that 
the aim of this discourse is to expose the nature of JTva and to 
show its identity with Brahman, becomes incomprehensible and 
unconvincing. In Tatparyacandrikd, VyasatTrtha tells a monist 
uidvaitin), "the philosophy of identity (between Brahman and 
livas) is definitely not told by the scripture (Sruti) as well as by 
the .ultra. And, the difference (between Brahman and JTvas), 
which is told there, is not a philosophy in your opinion" 2 . 

Madhvacarya also holds that this sutra refers to the discourse 
by Yajnavalkya to Janaka, mentioned in Brhaddranyakopanisad. 
I lie passage ( visayavdkya ) sought to be discussed, according to 
Iiiiii, is the mantra 1 which says that, "after delighting in the state 
nl deep sleep, roaming about, merely seeing good and evil, again 
• nines back to the dream state according to the merits and demerits 
nl different species; he remains unaffected by whatever he sees 
there (in the dreams), for this person is indeed unattached to 
everything". The doubt here is whether the person, described as 
moving from deep sleep to dreaming state and as seeing the 
dicums, is the individual soul (JTva) or Brahman. Since it is 


I Krlcr Ramanujacarya’s commentary on BS. 1-3-42. 

'Mrefund fllra +VR I = UH II 

lie II. p. 155). 

•nHTO tt HrPt vraft 3^ ?fcl I 

ilull.i Up. 4-3-15). 
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popularly known that it is the Jiva which sees the dreams, the 
Purvapaksin holds that the passage refers to Jiva only as the seer 
of dreams. Excluding the body, the organs, the mind and intellect, 
the remaining spirit or pure consciousness ( caitanya or Jivdtman ) 
can be considered as the one described as "unattached”. Eventhough 
the characteristic mark of "being unattached to everything" belongs 
to Brahman, the same can be ascribed to Jiva since there is 
identity of essence between Brahman and Jiva. But because of 
this identity. Brahman cannot be said to be the seer of dreams, 
since the identity is only between Brahman and Jiva as pure 
consciousness, where as Jiva sees the dreams when he is with his 
adjuncts. 


The established ( siddhanta) view is that the unaffected seer 
of dreams, deep sleep etc. (of Jivas) is Brahman only since he 
is described as ‘unattached’ (asahga). The scripture says that He 
merely witnesses the dreams without being affected by them. This 
is not possible for a Jiva. Even accepting Jivcilman as pure 
consciousness, when Jiva is the seer of dreams he cannot escape 
their experiences. However unreal the dreams may be, their 
experiences are very much real. Jiva cannot be said to be ‘absolutely 
unattached’. In fact, it is Jiva only who has attachments, but nol 
jadaprakrti or Brahman. It is because of attachments that Jiva is 
what he is. It cannot be argued that Jiva can be looked upon as 
the unattached seer of dreams, deep sleep etc. on the strength ol 
identity of essence between Brahman and Jiva, because the sutru 
expressly refutes this identity saying that Brahman is different 
from Jiva (even) in the states of deep sleep and departure from 
the body. Hence, the person described in the Sruti passage us 
delighting in deep sleep, moving to dreaming state and seeing the 
dreams unattached, is Brahman only. 
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The seer of dreams (referred to in Brha. Up. 4-3-15 
mentioned earlier) is the Supreme Being only because the 
uMribute of being unattachted is ascribed to him in the Sruti 
which says that “he remains unaffected by whatever he sees 
(here (in the dreams) for this person is indeed unattached to 
everything”. It cannot be argued that Jiva as pure 
consciousness can be ascribed with the attribute of being 
unaffected since there is identity of essence between Brahman 
and Jiva, because in the context of deep sleep (Brha. Up. 4- 
1-21 mentioned earlier) and death (Brha. Up. 
1-3-35 referred to earlier) the difference between Brahman 
and Jiva has been clearly stated. 

Further, the Sruti passage describes this person as roaming 
nhoui in the state of deep sleep. A Jiva cannot be imagined to 
It roaming even mentally in deep sleep. In another mantra 1 
earlier, the Sruti says, "having united the embodied self with 
deep, the sleepless One looks on, upon the sleeping ones". Thus, 
\ itjrtavalkya is clearly describing the Supreme Being as the One 
•leering the individual souls through the states of dreams and deep 
deep etc., while remaining Himself unattached. 

14 

II II (1-3-43) 

I he siitra comprises only one compound word in the ablative 

• use. meaning "on account of the words, lord etc". In the absence 

• il any assertion (pratijhd) here, Sankaracarya has treated this 
mini as an additional probans ( hetu ) for the assertion established 
by the previous siitra. According to him this siitra refers to the 
*»ii ultra 2 in Brhaddranyakopanisad which stales that, "that great 

i 1 ‘III*I I (Brha. Up. 4-311). 
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birthless omniscient Atman, being one with the organs, dwells in 
the ether within the heart (of a JTva): He is the controller of all, 
the Lord of all, the ruler of all; He does not become better through 
good work nor worse through bad work". As the sutra mentions, 
on account of the words, lord etc. used in the mantra, this discourse 
is for teaching the concept of Brahman only and not for 
recapitulating the nature of JTva (which view is established by the 
previous sutra). The words lord etc. cannot refer to the JTva. 
The mantra also expresses the characteristic mark of becoming 
neither better through good deeds nor worse through bad deeds. 
This mark cannot be ascribed to any one except the Supreme 
Being. 

Along with the preceding sutra, Ramanujacarya has 
considered this sutra also as an additional probans for the 
assertion that "the word Akdsa conveys Brahman only", which 
has been established in the previous 'Akasadhikarana'. 

Madhvacarya has treated this sutra as a separate Adhikarana . 
According to him, the passage under discussion here is the 
next mantra of Brhadaranyakopanisad 1 which says that, "the 
glory of this Brdhmana is perpetual; it neither increases 
nor decreases through work. One should know the dignity of 
that alone. Knowing that, one is not tainted by evil deeds". 
The doubt here is who is connoted by the word Brdhmana, 
whether it conveys Brahman or the four-faced Prajapati. Because 
the characteristic mark of having perpetual glory can be 
ascribed to Prajapati also and moreover that person wilh 
perpetual glory has been further denoted by ‘Aja\ which word 
can connote the Prajapati also. The established ( siddhanta ) 
view is that the term Brdhmana here conveys Brahman 
only because, as the sutra says, that Person is described by 

i HcSt nfem a i 

q WHI II (Briia. Up. 4-4-23). 
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the epithets like the lord of all, the controller of all, the ruler 
of all etc., which characteristics can be ascribed to Brahman 
only. 


WTSTJT: 



The term Brahmana (in the mantra 4-4-23 of Brha. Up.) 
conveys Brahman only on account of the words lord of all etc. 
(used to describe him). 


Because of the extremely laconic form of this siitra and the 
preceding one, the interpretations of different commentators appear 
varied and farfetched, to suit the context of their interpretations 
n| the previous siitras. 


☆ ☆ ir 



Chapter VI 
Adhyaya /, Pada 4 
(WTfW^R qi^s I) 

i i 

^Nld ^ 3> II (1-4-1) 


Sarikaracarya has already proved earlier while commenting 
on sutra 1-1-5 that the Pradhdna of Sdnkhya system cannot be 
the cause of the world since it has no support in the scriptures* 
(asabdam) and that Brahman is the cause of the world as defined 
by sutra 1-1-2. Here, according to Sankaracarya, his purvapaksin 
comes forth with evidence to show that the Pradhdna , which is 
derived by inference ( dnumanikam ) finds a mention in certain 
branches of scriptures and therefore 1 , it is not proper to say that 
it has no support in the scriptures, and the same is the cause ol 
the world. The passage under discussion ( visayavakya ) is provided 
by two mantras 2 in Kathopanisad. They say: “The sense-objects 
are higher than the senses and the mind is higher than the sense 
objects; but the intellect is higher than the mind, and the Great 
Soul is higher than the intellect. The Unmanifested ( Avyaktath ) 
is higher than Mahat; Purusa is higher than the Unmanifested 
There is nothing higher than Purusa. He is the culmination, He 
is the highest goal’ ’. The word A vyakta is a synonym for Pradhdna 
in Sdnkhya parlance. The words Mahat , Avyakta and Purusa are 
used here in the same sense and order as in the Sdnkhya system 
Thus, the term Avyakta here denotes Pradhdna. 


1 3RU ^ -Jt* ki: > I 

(S. BSB. 1-4-1). 

2 TO sref 3l«fvq?a cR TO HiSI^TO II 

; TO I 5*^^ ^ 3UUT m TO nfcli II 

(Kaiha. Up. - SG. 1-3-10 & II). 
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Sankaracarya refutes this contention by arguing that the 
Sdhkhyas could be using the word Avyakta to denote Pradhdna, 
in their technical terminology, but in general convention the word 
simply means “that which is unmanifested” 1 . Now Sankaracarya 
interprets the phrase “ sarlrarupakavinyastagrhTteh" in the sutra, 
which literally means “on account of understanding what is referred 
to in the metaphor of the body”. Just before this passage under 
discussion, there is another passage in Kathopanisad (1 -3-3 to 9) 
in which there is a famous metaphor where the individual soul 
is considered as the master of the chariot and the body as the 

• liariot. In both the passages the words, ‘the senses’, ‘the sense- 
nhjects’, ‘the mind’ and ‘the intellect’ are mentioned. For the 
hvdiman, the master of the chariot in the metaphor, the parallel 
word used in the second passage, is ‘Purusa’ i.e. Paramatman, 
because, in reality, there is no difference between JTvdtman and 
hirarndtman. The only word left out in the passage under 
discussion is 'Avyakta'. Hence, the term ‘ A\yakta ’ has to be 
understood to convey the physical body. In all this, there is no 
place for the Pradhdna, inferred by the Sdhkhyas. 

No doubt, the Vedanta system is opposed to the Sahkhya 
\ low of Pradhdna or Prakrti as the uncaused original cause of 
ilii’ world. But Pradhdna or Prakrti as a principle can still Find 
a place in the scriptures. It need not be banished from the scriptures 
*(>. i ixabdam, as argued 2 by Sankaracarya. Secondly, the passage 
under discussion here simply says that Avyakta (a synonym of 
hiulhana according to Sdhkhyas) is higher than Mahal and Purusa 
is higher than the Avyakta. It does not say that Avyakta is the cause 
nl the world. If the term higher {para ) is taken as meaning 

• niginator, then the Purusa becomes the originator of Avyakta. 
IIiiis, there is no scope for the Purvapaksin to claim Avyakta as 
die cause of the world, based on this passage, as expected by 
'mnknracarya. Sankaracarya has first argued that Avyakta means 


i n ararajqj (s. bsb. i-4-l). 

1 <II«-'W wfaifrtHW JNHfMM+l*!: 1 (S. BSB. 1-4-1). 
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that which is unmanifested and further concludes that Avyakta 
here connotes sarTrci, the physical body which is very much 
manifested. Thus, the argument looks self-contradictory. Moreover, 
thin Avyakta is placed at a higher status than Mahat. Sahkaracarya 
has started 1 the discussion to confirm that Pradhana cannot be 
the cause of the world and that Paramdtman is the cause of the 
world. But here he arrives at the conclusion that the world comes 
into existence due to Avidya (illusion) 2 . Thus, the status as the 
cause of the world is denied to Pradhana and assigned to Avidya. 
Therefore, VyasatTrtha comments that “if the stolen sheep is 
rescued from the wolf with great efforts and handed over to a 
tiger, then what is the gain?” 3 . Further, if the Sutrakara intended 
to suggest that ‘ Avyakta ’ in the passage under discussion referred 
to sarTra in the metaphor, he would have said ‘ sarlragrhiteh' or 
‘ rupakavinyastasariragrhiteh'*. The adjectival adjunct 
'riipakavinyasta' should have preceded the substantive * sarira ’ 5 . 

In Sahkaracarya’s interpretation, the words ‘darsayati ca 
appearing in the sutra have not received any importance and they 
appear superfluous. Sahkaracarya’s interpretation of this sutra 
looks clumsy, far-fetched and unconvincing. Possibly it misses 
the point, the Sutrakara is driving at. 

Ramanujacarya has interpreted this sutra on the same line as 
that followed by Sahkaracarya. 

Madhvacarya also has considered the same mantras of 
Kathopanisad as the visayavakya for this sutra. But he has taken 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


"4 ^4lTl4l44THf HIH H STOM+KOMI*? Mid I 

(S. BSB. Introduction to 1-4). 

I (S. BSB. 1-4-1). 

(TC. II. p. 165). 

BNK. I. p. 268. 269. 

(Panini 2-1-57), BNK. I. p. 268. 
fRIff (Panini 1-2-43), 
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mi entirely different view of this Adhikarana. According to 
Madhvacarya, the sutra tells that the term ‘Avyakta', which is 
popularly understood to denote an unmanifest principle Prakrti 
other than and inferior to Brahman , primarily denotes Brahman, 
mid denotes Prakrti etc. in a lesser sense ( amukhydrtha ). Similarly, 
hy the implication of the analogous ( upalaksana ), other words 
like JTva, Duhkhin, Buddha, Avara etc. found in scriptures, 
primarily denote Brahman '. 

3IRR I cfg I 3TR: q=TR I 

d'f d I 3Tcqrfi WPP 

The term 'avyakta' follows here on account of compatibility 
o| sense. The word 'tattu remains. The word ‘ api ’ is in the sense 
■ •I ‘only’. 

If it be said that the term Avyakta, appearing in some 
M'dions of scriptures, conveys Pradhana (i.e. Prakrti ) only, it 
In not so. Avyakta primarily connotes Brahman only, on account 
ol understanding the term Avyakta as referring to Brahman 
lodged in the so-called mean body form of Pradhana. The 
mlptures also corroborate the same. 

The point raised by the Purvapaksin is that the term Avyakta 
appearing in the passage 2 (from Kathopanisad ) under discussion, 

i tinvcys Pradhana only as it is popularly understood so 3 . It cannot 

ii li-i to Brahman since it is placed in a position inferior to that 
nl Purusa 4 . The sutra refutes this contention and states that 
\wnkta primarily connotes Brahman only. Then the Purvapaksin 
> mnes up with a natural question that if Avyakta denotes Brahman 

i >l'l 11 r i~A 3ict|xbM<( I (TP. 1-4-1}. 

•IIP!: <=9*1^3^: 9*: t (Katha. Up. 1-3-11). 

M>‘|rhl(<4KHl 5WMKI44 (TP. 1-4-1). 

i I (TP. 1-4-1). 
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only, then how is it used to denote PradhandV The sutra answers 
in the words L 'sarirarupakavinyastagrhTteh ''. 

WRBJ ^ RRFcRR I 

The sutra explains :- The term Avyakta is generally used to 
denote the principle, Pradhana or Prakrti, on account ol 
understanding the term Avyakta as primar ily referring to Brahman 
lodged in the so called mean body form of Pradhana, and therefore 
referring to Pradhana because of Brahman's association with the 
principle as its controller. The sutra does not say that Pradhana 
has a physical body. It is unmanifested (Avyakta). It only suggests 
that just as a JTva exists in a body and controls it, the Pradhana 
with its three qualities (sattva, rajas and tamas) exists in some 
form controlled by Brahman 2 . That is why the words * sarirasya 
rupamiva ruparit ’ are used. Further, to prevent one from assuming 
that Pradhana is the main body form for Brahman to exist, the 
Sutrakara has used the suffix i ka' 3 to suggest that Pradhana i*. 
a trifle when compared to Brahman. Instead of using the word 
'sthita' , the term ‘vinyasta' is used to suggest that ‘ Avyakta ’ does 
not connote Brahman in general, but it conveys Brahman abiding 
in Pradhana and controlling it 4 . 

The same argument is extendable to other terms like JTva, 
Baddha , DuhkhTe tc. by implication of the analogous ( upalaksana ) 
Thus, the Sutrakara is advocating here, according to Madhvacaryn, 
that the words which are popularly known to denote exclusively 
certain entities other than Brahman, (anyatraivaprasiddhasabdah ), 
primarily connote Brahman only. Possibly, the Sutrakara is await 
of the difficulty for the ordinary students to swallow and digesl 

1 MtHIrHH SWHtft fRRIR: I (TP. 1-4-1). 

2 q*n htps sronraft (tdk. 1-4-1). 

3 1 (Panini 5-3-86). 

4 ip-lrtft q{llrH 3^*1.i 
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tins proposition, he assures them, saying that the scriptures support 
tins view, with the words 'darsayati ca ,] . 

Madhvacarya quotes relevant extracts from scriptures in 
support of Siitrakdra' s contention. The NasadTya Siikta 2 bears 
w ilness to the all-pervasive Brahman (dbhu ) abiding in the Avyakta 
i tin vita) and remaining enveloped by it (apihitam) in the primordial 
iliiU*'. He quotes another mantra 4 from Pippaladasdkhd and a 
M'lse - ’ from Bhagavadgita where the term Avyakta is used as an 
rpillict of Paramatman. 

The Siitrakdra provides another reason from the semantic 
1'ninl of view, to show how the term Avyakta is fit to convey 
Hi nhman, in the next siitra. 

II & W* I & II (1-4-2) 

ijril I ri^l cIR 

WMfFRR 3li|crildJ 

I lere ‘ft/’ means only, alone. 'Tad ’ is to be repeated. Suksmam, 
Hit’ subtle all-pervading spirit, Brahman alone is denoted by 
Ihr term Avyakta, the unmanifest, because Brahman deserves 
In possess that attribute of avyakta i.e. avyaktatvam. 

I he interpretation of this sultra as given by Sankaracarya and 
Milmanujacarya is that even though the physical body is gross and 
> ••limit be deemed to be unmanifested {avyakta), what is really 
•uriiiil here by the term Avyakta is the subtle causal body 
d>li<masarTra) of which this gross physical body is constituted 6 . 

■Ol'lfa HJRB I =4 I (TDK. 14-1). 

^idl<i (RV. 10-129-3). 

IINK 1. p. 264. 

< *1''H.U=43 5tFci FITW4 91 9^ emRkHfl tT II 

iM USB. I-4-1). 

*1*11/ WP 'mmi (BG. 8-3), I (BG. 8-21). 

IINK I p. 269. 
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Having come to the conclusion that the term Avyakta in the 
visayavdkya conveyed the physical body, (while interpreting the 
previous siltra), Sahkaracarya and Ramanujacarya are forced to 
interpret this siltra in this way. Just as their interpretation of 
previous siltra was felt farfetched, the interpretation of this siltra 
too is not found cogent. 

The competence of the term Avyakta to convey Brahman can 
be agreed to. on the basis of this siltra. But how can we accept 
Brahman as Duhkhin etc. when we are told earlier that Brahman 
is happiness personified, Anandamayah (BS. 1-1-12)? The next 
sutra clears this doubt. 

II 3^ II (1-4-3) 

5:faM*ild*K'Hld «PT mZtk* 5W ^RdcdlftdfoWTTORfuil ^ 
WJ: I 

It is quite meaningful and not vain to apply the term* 
Duhkhin (distressed) Avara (inferior), etc. to Brahman , on 
account of Brahman ’’s overall control over the functioning of 
the properties denoted by these terms also. 

This siltra enunciates the principle governing the application 
of epithets. An epithet can be applied to a person in two ways 1 
One, the person should possess the properties denoted by tin 
epithet. Two, he should have mi overall control over the functioning 
of those properties in another. For example, when it is said tlmi 
‘the king is brave’, the king is believed to possess braveness. But. 
when it is said that ‘the king is the winner in the war’, the kui|i 
might not have visited the war front even once and might not hnvt 
fired a single shot. Still, the king is accepted as the winner becattu 
he exercised overall control over the war. The first alternative i« 
known to everyone, but the second one is not easily discerniblt 
Possibly, to remind the reader that a second alternative is possihli 


ft (TP. I-4-J) 
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Madhvacarya adds a word ‘ ca ’ (also) in his vrtti, which word is 
nol found in the sutra. Had the Sutrakdra himself added the word 
<ii in the sutra, it would have meant that this sutra provided 
another probans ( hetu ) for the assertion (pratijna ) proved in the 
1'ieccding sutra. In support of his contention, Madhvacarya quotes 
a relevant verse 1 from Skandapurdna. The purport of the sutra 
is that all the words are significant ( arthavat ) for Brahman, because 
n| Its overall control over the attributes connoted by those words. 

Sankaracarya has interpreted this sutra in a different way as 
follows: “Had we admitted an independent previous unmanifest 
Miiulition of the world as the cause of the world, then it would 
•mw been as though we have accepted the Sahkhya view that 
hiiillmna is the cause of the world. But we accept that this prior 

■ omlition of the world is dependent on Paramesvara (the Supreme 
• lod ), not independent. Such a prior condition has to be accepted, 
Ims Ruse its acceptance is meaningful. Without that, the creatorship 
"I Vuramesvara cannot be justified, because without that power 
Hr cannot commence the creation’’ 2 . 

There is a pronoun ‘ tad ’ in the sutra, which expects a referent 
in the preceding paragraphs. Sankaracarya has assumed its referent 
•i*» I'uramesvara, which word is nol found in his commentary on 
•In earlier two sutras 3 . 

The sutra contains two words. One compound word 
iiiihidlunatvat ’ in the ablative case, which obviously stands for 
pit (bans. The other word 'arthavat ’ is the predicate indicating 
•in assertion (pratijna ) proved. The two together should yield a 

■ ••ln-ic-nl statement. In the commentary above, what Sankaracarya 
i" lelling, in essence, is, 

■ •i ali.ii ijm nfofl nrsfmfci?] i qm sfa: mjcllki ^nin trar n 

iM MSB. 1-4-3). 

■il'i '19 fqcpstlH, ‘M'ricT RBNt-sri 4‘w: 4>K' j ir5a 

.. ^ aimrm: * 

M'iNi m ^i aiiRMH, an-y-a i^n^'-u; anratfl fit tn n fi? rRi ram 
I'I'mI.i srirntfenra bf? i <s. bsb. 1-4-3). 

U ’1K I 270. 
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(1) previous unmanifest condition of the world is not Pradhana 
because of its dependence on Paramesvara ( tadadhmatvdt), 
and 

(2) acceptance of such a prior condition is meaningful (arthavat) 
because without that the creatorship of Paramesvara 
cannot be proved. 

Thus, an assertion has been devised for the probans in 
the sutra , and another probans has been supplied for the predicate 
in the sutra. Accordingly the sutra yields two statements. 
Therefore, the interpretation involves the defect of split-sentence 
(vakyabhedadosah )' and hence it is found unconvincing 
Here, Saiikaracarya has held that the potential primordial 
power of the Supreme God is known by the terms Avyaktu, 
Avidyd , Maya etc. 

Ramanujacarya also interprets this sutra on similar lines thill 
“(matter in the subtle state) serves an end (of man) on account 
of its dependence on Him (the Lord) 1 2 . 

The Sutrakdra provides another reason in support of his view 
that the terms Avyaktu etc. primarily convey Brahman only, in 
the next sutra. 

II # 30 II (1-4-41 

^ i 3 

It is quite meaningful to apply the terms Avyakta etc. It) 
Brahman , because the knowledge of Brahman alone In 
recommended (by Sruti) for Moksa (emancipation) and I Ilf 
knowledge of Pradhana etc. has not been recommended. 


1 BNK. I. p. 270. 

2 SrTbhasya- SV 1-4-3. 

3 VKM. 1-4-4. 
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The conjunctive particle ‘ca in the sutra serves two purposes, 
one of joining together of the two probanses mentioned above, 
iiml the other of telling that these are additional probanses for the 
assertion made in the previous sutra. 

Mundakopanisad says', “Know Him, the Atman alone 
and give up all other talk; this is the bridge to immortality’’. 
I lie re fore, it is pertinent to understand that the terms Avyakta 

■ it. in scriptures primarily convey Brahman and not Prakrti 

• li 

According to Sankaracarya, whereas for the Sdhkhya system, 
knowledge of Pradhdna as distinct from Purusa is said to be 

■ •iM-ntial for achieving the liberation of the soul, in Kathopanisad 
passages, Avyakta is not mentioned as an object of knowledge or 
meditation. The word Avyakta is used incidentally for body 2 . 
I herel'ore, Avyakta cannot be taken as Pradhdna. Ramanujacarya 
mtnprets exactly in the same way: “And because it is not 
mentioned (that the ( Avyakta ) Unevolved) is to be known (it 

■ ■mnot be the Pradhdna of the Sahkliyas )” \ 

Though there is no specific statement in Kathopanisad that 
\wtikut should be known or meditated upon, when the Upanisad 
■It ■ hues that Avyakta is superior to Mahat and inferior to Purusa, 
n r. intended that the term, for whatever it stands, has to be 
know n 1 . 

I'lie contention that the Pradhdna is also told to be known 
loi achieving liberation, is being refuted in the next sutra. 

II If & II (1-4-5) 

• 3IRTO iUlcHHH. HTT^T I (Mund. Up. 2-2-5). 

.UK p. 315. 

'»i *1 »li.i.sya SV 1-4-4. 

• MNK I p. 270. 
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^ PNI'^ ffrl SJTcf: 5WHHIIN 

^vT W : % 2 3^ I 

Relying on the text that “by knowing the one beyond the 
Mahal , one is freed from death”, if it be said that the scripture 
( Kathopanisad ) tells that the knowledge of Pradhana / Prakrti 
also leads to liberation, it is not so, because the Supreme Being 
( Prdjha ) is meant here. 

In the previous siitra , it has been argued that the term /\ vyakla 
is primarily applicable Lo Brahman, because the knowledge ol 
Brahman alone leads lo Moksa and not of others. The Piirvapaks'm 
comes up arguing that according to Kathopanisad (1-3-15), the 
knowledge of that beyond the Mahat , that is Pradhana / Prakrit 
in view of mantra 1-3-11, also leads to Moksa. The siitra refutes 
this contention saying that what is meant here by ‘that beyond 
the Mahat ’ is not Pradhana / Prakrti but Brahman. Because, 
Brahman has been declared earlier 1 2 3 4 as “subtler than the subtle 
and greater than the great” and thus the absolute greatness ol 
Brahman includes the greatness over Mahat also. 

There is unanimity among the commentators about the purpoil 
of this sutra that the phrase 'Mahatah paranY in mantra 1-3-15 ol 
Kat h op a 11 isad conveys Paramdtman and not Prakrti or Pradhana 

The question why Paramdtman alone is to be taken by the 
phrase ‘ mahath param is answered in the next siitra. 

II & I) (1-4*1 

STTf: q'CBTcHT ^ 3^ £^+<011^1 4 

Paramdtman is meant (by the phrase ‘ Mahatah paratiY I 
because the chapter refers to Visnu. 

1 twtstd HcWF«T*l SHliFRi 9* JP pNl'«« 

ft (Katha. Up. 1-3-15). 

2 tR 5RTI (BVB 1-4-5). 

3 3)DTKufl9l< (Katha. Up. 1-2-20). 

4 MKH1HIH cTfswrt: (Katha. Up. 1-3-9). 
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One may raise a question that when Prakrti and Paramdtman 
lire both meant by the phrase ' Mahatah param (in mantra 1-3- 
11). why Paramdtman alone is to be taken by the same phrase 
in mantra 1-3-15. The .ultra answers saying that the topic here 
is the disclosure of the Visnu’s highest position as the end of the 
mad. the culmination and the highest goal. 

Sahkaracarya and Ramanujacarya consider ' Prakarandt' as 
part of the previous siitra 5, but Madhvacarya reads it as a 
separate siitra. 

The next siitra provides another reason why Paramdtman 
alone is to be taken by the phrase ‘ mahatah param'. 

|| & ^i||U||H^ swaj & II (1-4-7) 

H«flPW!lc*Wi qqiuiiq^ w. ^ W ^ m 

I 

The words 'in this Upanisad ’ follow here because the 
discussion of this ( Katha) Upanisad still lingers in our mind. 

So also, in this Upanisad , the query (by Naciketas) and 
Hhe subsequent) statement (by Yama) are about three things 
only, (namely) father’s well-being, the sacrificial fire which 
li'iuls to heaven, and the knowledge of Brahman, and therefore 
tin* Supreme Brahman only is meant there. There is no question 
asked about Prakrti or Pradhdna and therefore, there is no ground 
lo lake Prakrti or Pradhdna by the expression 'mahatah param 
in mantra 1-3-15. 

Sahkaracarya’s interpretation is also on similar lines, but he 
i minis the three things asked for by Naciketas, as relating to the 
•a* iilicial fire, the individual soul and the Highest Self. Thus, he 
apues. there is no separate question and answer in regard to 
I'hiilliiina and so it cannot be said to be either the object of 
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knowledge or indicated by the word ‘Avyakta’ 1 . Incidentally. 
Sankaracarya explains here, his theory of the identity of the 
individual soul and the Highest Self. 

Ramanujacarya considers that in the text under discussion 
there is the mention of three things only as objects of knowledge 
viz. the object of the meditation ( upeya ), the nature of the meditation 
(updya) and the person meditating (upetr), and questions are only 
with reference to those three. There is no mention of, or question 
relating to, the Pradhana 2 3 . 

The important point emphasized by the Siitrakdra is that 
Prakrti or Prcidhana is not one of the three things asked for and 
discussed in the text. All commentators agree on this point. The 
three things themselves are of secondary importance in this sutra. 
As the Siitrakdra has not enumerated the three things expressly, 
it is expected of the readers to take the three things, which arc 
popularly known to have been discussed in Kathopanisad. The 
students of Kathopanisad know well that Naciketas got three 
boons and accordingly he raised only three questions and received 
answers to them only, from Yama. Some commentators have 
unnecessarily complicated this minor point. 

The Purvapaksin holds that though Brahman having the 
characteristics like subtlety etc. is fit to be called as Avyakta etc., 
such terms are not popularly used to denote Brahman and therefore 
the terms do not primarily convey Brahman. The next sutra 
refutes this contention. 

II II (1-4-8) 

ilifa W 3F93T yfflicdN 

W cWT l^l' I 4 


1 SRK. p. 316. 

2 Srlbhasya - SV 1-4-6. 

3 rcynicHM HF4T dtfi * I (Kalha. Up. 1-2-22), 

4 VKM 1-4-8. 
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On the strength of the word ca in the sutra, the sentence, “the 
words Avyakta etc. convey Brahman only” is added. 

Just as the term ‘ Mahat which popularly refers to 
'Mahat ’-principle, is used in the sense of Brahman in the texts 
like * mahantam vibhurii the terms ‘ Avyakta ’ etc. though they 
ordinarily denote something else, primarily convey Brahman 
only. And the term ‘ Avyakta ’ is actually used to denote Brahman 
oi some texts (e.g. Bhagavadglta, 8-20 & 21). 

The interpretation of Sankaracarya is in a different direction, 
ns follows 1 . The Sankhyas have used the word 1 Mahal ’ in the 
.fuse of only satta (existence) or buddhi (total intellect), which 
the first product of Pradhana. But that word does not denote 
ihr same sense in Vedic sentences, because the word is used in 
apposition with the word at man. in phrases like ' mahantam vibhurii 
a inuinam' etc. Similarly the term Avyakta also cannot denote 
I'hulluina in Vedic parlance. 

No doubt, the terms like mahat, Avyakta etc. primarily 
■ oiivey Brahman in scriptures and at places, they are actually 
•i-rtl to denote Brahman. But the fact that such terms are 
popularly understood to denote principles, other than Brahman , 

• iimiot be denied. That is why, they are called as 
mwatraivaprasiddhasabdas ’. Accordingly, the term Avyakta is 
known to denote the principle of Prakrti or Pradhana. Though 
I i ihinta does not consider Prakrti or Pradhana as the independent 

• iiiise of creation, yet its existence as a principle in the gradation 

• 'I principles to show the supreme status of Brahman, cannot be 
■Hilled away. Sahkaracarya’s argument seems to be that, since 
miiluit has been used to denote Brahman, Avyakta described as 
"uihiiiah pararii (superior to mahat), can not convey Prakrti or 
hiiJIuina (which is known to be inferior to Brahman). If this 

i 'I'll flrlWMSN TOnSl SI^tF: * rfifa SRFtsftsra 

nm..| * Ire;#; 

■I'lin i (S. bsb i-4-7). 


II 



202 


BRAHMAN IN URAMI IASI ITRAS 


|I1S.1-4-8.91 


argument is accepted, then by the same reasoning, Avyakta cannot 
convey avidya or nulyd 1 as held by Sankaracarya 2 3 4 5 . Hence, such 
sweeping remark that the term Avyakta cannot denote Pradliana 
in Vedic parlance, docs not become convincing. 

Ramanujacarya’s interpretation is on the same line as that of 
Sankaracarya. 


The next sutra gives another example to show how a word 
popularly understood in one sense is taken in a different sense 
in the context of Sruti. 


II 3 II 


(1-4-9) 


31ci|Thl^KISN tiPI ‘^TFTTR Wtm’m ^ 


Just as the word ‘ cantasa ’, though popularly known as u 
sacrificial bowl, is prescribed to mean a head on the strength 
of scripture, in the same way a term like Avyakta primarily 
connotes Brahman, because there is no difference but similarity 
between the Sruti sentences, ‘ namani sarvani yam avisanti' * 
which says that all names are to be applied to Brahman, and 
‘arvdgbilascamasa iirdhvabudhnah itidam tacchirah ,s which 
prescribes that the bowl that has its opening below and bulge 
at the top is the head. 

Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya have considered this siitru 
as a part of next Adhikarana. 


1 BNK. I. p. 271. 

2 3tra^jri?»Tfn i% m 'rmwpsrci npnmft nsit&ffl i 

(S. BSB. 1-4-3). 

3 TDK. 1-4-9.. VKM. 1-4-9. 

4 ?nnTH traim AimwiM a 1 r^j qmqsrerfct i ?ra i 

(M. BSB. I-1-It. 

5 Brha. Up. 2-2-3. 
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2 / ^TtTc^WTTNWRI 

II Ho ^HW<W?|t||< Ho II (1-4-9) 

The * aja ’ cannot mean Pradhana, because of the absence of 
special characteristics, as in the case of the bowl (camasa) 1 . 

Saiikaracarya interprets the sutra as shown above. According 
in him, the topic under discussion (visayavakya) here is a mantra 2 
I tom Svetasvataropanisad which says that, “the One Unborn 
i iiid ), red, white and black, who produces manifold offspring 
similar to herself in form; the One Unborn (aja), pleased with her 
uijam) sleeps with her; Another Unborn ( ajonvah ). having enjoyed 
Iht, abandons her”. Here, there is a pun on the word aja , which 
means the unbom as well as a goat (aja means he-goat and aja 
means she-goat). 

The Sahkhyas advocate that, aja the unbom principle described 
line as red, white and black, is the Jada-prakrti , and the three 
i iilmirs refer to the three gunas (characteristics or strands) rajas, 
uittva and tainas respectively. The aja stands for Purusa, the soul, 
t »n account of attachment to Prakrti, some souls are deluded and 
puns through samsara ; others on account of discrimination and 
nmi attachment attain release 3 . Thus, they claim scriptural authority 
1 1 m llicir doctrine of Prakrti (Pradhana) and Purusa. 

According to Sahkaracarya this siltra refutes the above 
• iintention saying that, in this mantra there are no special features 
mi iwsdt) to justify that Pradhana is meant by the term aja. The 
n lim quotes an illustration of the sacrificial bowl (camasa). In 


* \UK p. 316. 

' M iHMirf I 3T3TT 

II (Sveta. Up. 4-5). 

i M< K p. 316. 
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Brhaddranyakopanisad , there is a passage 1 : “there is a bowl that 
has its mouth below and bulge at the top'. This sentence is vague. 
The next sentence makes it clear that the bowl refers to the head. 
In the present case there is no such clarification. 

Ramanujacarya interprets on similar lines and concludes that 
qjd is not Prakrti. He holds that, “this siitra refutes the Sdhkhya 
view which declares a Prakrti. Mahat. Ego etc. independent ol 
Brahman, it does not, however, refute these categories themselves 
as dependent on the Supreme Brahman, and having Brahman for 
their Self’. He accepts Prakrti as the cause of creation, but not 
as an independent cause 2 3 . 

In an Adhikarana, a specific topic is discussed in the light 
of five constituents, (1) subject ( visaya) (2) doubt ( visaya ) (3) 
objection ( purvapaksa) (4) conclusion (siddhanta) and (5) 
advantage ( prayojana ). Here, there is no hint in the sutra about 
the subject to be discussed and the nature of doubt there in. All 
that the siitra contains is a probans 'avisesat' and an illustration 
‘ camasavat' . It has been said twice earlier (siitra 1-1-5 and 2-1- 
1) that normally a probans in a sutra establishes some predicate/ 
assertion (jtratijhd ) in the same siitra or in a previous siitra ol 
the same Adhikarana. The present one is the first siitra of thiN 
Adhikarana. Therefore, in the absence of any assertion in the 
sutra, it is easy for the commentator to choose any suitable topic 
of his liking and to discuss it. It is equally easy for the readci 
not to accept it since there is no indication in the siitra to shosc 
that this is the point at issue 2 . Moreover, since the conclusion 
reached here is the same oft-repeated one that the Sahkltyn 
Pradhdna has no support in the scriptures, there is no advantage 
accruing from the discussion. Hence, the above interpretation ol 
the sutra is found farfetched and unconvincing. 

1 l (Brha. Up. 2-2-3). 

2 Sribhasya- SV. 1-4-8. 

3 BNK. I. p. 279. 
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II rT^TT UVlt^T 3=0 II 

(1-4-10) 

In this sutra , in place of 'jyotirupakramdt tu , the reading by 
Sahkaracarya and Ramanujacarya is 'jyotirupakmmd tu'. 

Having rejected the Sankhya contention that ajd in 
Svetasvataropanisad meant Pradhdna, Sahkaracarya holds, on 
llie basis of this sutra , that ajd stands for ‘ Tejo'banna' , i.e. a 
lupartite of three elements tejas (fire), ap (water) and anna (food). 
I lie three colours red, white and black mentioned in that Upanisad , 
icier to the three subtle elements fire, water and food, according 
in Sankaracdrya and he finds a support for his contention in 
l handogyopanisad Thus, the interpretation of this sutra , 
according to Sahkaracarya, is that "Ajd, however, means the three 
elements beginning with light, for some read their text in that 
manner” 2 . 

It is difficult to accept this interpretation. (1) The predicate 
nl'iuit the tricoloured Ajd, which has no indication anywhere in 
•lie siitras of this Adhikarana, needs to be brought in. (2) The 
pi unary sense of Ajd expected in the Upanisad is as ‘unborn’ 1 , 
Inn the three members of the tripartite Tejo'banna are all bom" 1 , 
i ti flie word ‘ jyotih' appearing in the sutra has to be understood 
i'. iiyni. ‘ Jyotih' means light or luster, and it is one of the properties 
Ml i igni. The term jyotih is rarely used to denote agni. (4) Since 
I'levity (alpdksaratva) has to be maintained in a sutra, if the 
Suitakdra wanted to tell that ajd conveys tejo'banna. he could 
liiive used a shorter and simpler word like tejddi or agnyddi 

i 'KM: riHa* cMCds^H, h<vi+-m .i 

K li.uul. Up. 6-4-1) 

M<K p. 317. 

' •! .IBM UT 3TBI 1 

I -l«'irST I 311^141151^ I aWKHH: I I 3T£*I: 

•|Mtl 'jrasit ^nvnt:| (Tail. Up. 2-1). 




206 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 


[BS.I-4-IUI 


instead of the complex term ‘ jyotirupakrama M . (5) The Upanisad 
talks of the ‘One Unborn’ (aja eka), but the tripartite tejo'banna 
is a group of three. 

Ramanujacarya has the same general purport for the 
adhikarana, but in accordance with his doctrine, that the aja 
more particularly means the ‘ suksma-cid-acid-vastu ’ the intelligent 
and material world in its subtle condition, which forms the very 
body of the Paramdtman 2 3 4 . This looks like the description o! 
Prakrti only in other words. Quoting TaittirTya text, 
(i Mahanardyanopanisad ), which also mentions the mantra from 
the Svetasvataropanisad (4-5), Ramanujacarya concludes that the 
Unborn (aja) also is produced from Brahman and has Brahman 
for its Self'. B. N. K. Sharma argues at length and concludes 1 : 
“It is indeed difficult to see how Ramanujacarya can seriously 
insist on regarding his Acit-Prakrti as produced by Brahman. Thai 
would be quite against the clear statement of the Sruti, ‘A cow 
she is without beginning and end’ ( culikopanisad ) cited by 
Ramanujacarya himself in his commentary on sutra 1-4-8’’. In 
his commentary, Ramanujacarya has not agreed with the identity 
of aja with tejo'banna. Further he has not found any hint to show 
that this is the issue at hand in this Adhikarana. Thus, hi* 
interpretation too is unconvincing. 

The sutra quoted above is as it is read by Madhvacarya anil 
Vallabhacarya. The interpretation of this sutra by Madhvacaryn 
is in an entirely different direction. Based on the introductoiy 
sutras, ‘sastrayonitvdt (1-1-3)’ and 'taltu samanvayat (1-1-4)'. 
Madhvacarya holds that the innumerable attributes of Brahman 
can be known only through proper interpretation of scriptuml 
words and phrases. According to him, in Pada 1 and 2 earliei 


1 BNK I p. 279. 

2 VSG. p. 64. 

3 Sribhasya- SV 1-4-9. 

4 BNK I. p. 281. 
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I In* Siltrakdra has shown some representative scriptural words, 
which are popularly known to denote something other than 
Hnilvnan (anyatraprasiddhasabdas). actually convey Brahman. 
In I’(Ida 3, he has shown some representative words and phrases, 
which are known to denote both Brahman and something else 
uihluiyatraprasiddhasabdas), actually convey Brahman in the 
scriptural context. The scriptural words and phrases, which are 
lound to refer exclusively to something other than Brahman 
umxatniivaprasiddhasabdas), which are difficult to be shown to 
< onvcy Brahman , by ordinary methods of interpretation, are taken 
up in Phda 4. The Siltrakdra uses some special techniques to 
■•Imw that they too convey Brahman only. So far, the Sutrakara 
tins dealt with words and phrases, which are either non-significant 1 
Icrms or descriptive significant 2 terms. According to Madhvacarya, 
mtw the Sutrakara is taking a bigger stride and pointing towards 
ii sweeping scriptural declaration, which is stunning and prima 
hit it' unbelievable. All the words, syllables and accents in scriptural 
'irnienccs, interpreted so far in the foregoing Adhikaranas, as well 
its those which have not been interpreted else-where, are being 
•inight to be shown as primarily conveying some attribute of 
Ihtihman \ 

»n qq qafq^TT^qoT nq-q'tq^ i Scqftq i 

i|M l c-q^mHW-dl I Tqq^TT^ ^ qqqrq fqvjrq trq p* 
Mil'dl I dKc-MNdd I ^Tcf: cfg 
■Wlfa itld^lKAKdl^cdH^sNchJ-q qqq^q^qqT 
♦I'ilqq i 


i <t|i||rH>*i^l«^i: I (TP. - RR 1-1-12). 

UllF*M>4l«i|: y44ty^KI: I (TP. RR 1-1-12). 

I 't'i'PTj UMMHMi 3FT4 WdHMdWi =4 4l+4Hi 444UR-4<|U$i>d 55 «%4l<JHMc=tlcl. 
^JT I (BVD 1-4-10). 

i MilMl I (Panini 1-4-31 Vartika) The fifth case is employed 

in denoting the object or location, when the verbal participle ending in 'lyap' 

Is elided, c.g. MIUKHIKd = MIHKId,^ I 3T1TR 4414*4 ^ = vHWHId, 

4Hd I (Siddhanta KaumudT Tr. by S. C. Vasu). 
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Here (in this Adhikarana), the comprehensive harmonious 
principal purport (samanvaya) of the entire words and letters (in 
scriptures) is being shown. The words dal tu are continued. ‘7Y 
is in the sense of only. The phrase 'upakramdt tu' means ‘just 
after commencement’. The term 'hi ’ is in the sense of ‘because’. 
The word ‘tat' is to be repeated. 

The word jyotih conveys Brahman only, because some (i.c. 
Aitareya Sakhins) having started with the (illustrative) word 
iatarcin which is etymologically shown as referring to Brahman , 
immediately read all the words as conveying Brahman. 

Since the word 'jyotih' denoting light, has already been shown 
to convey Brahman , in an earlier surra 'jyotiscarandbhidhdndf 
(1-1-24), the same meaning is not expected here again. The term 
'jyotih' stands here, according to Madhvacarya, for the 
Jyotistomaydga , a popular sacrifice, and the visayavdkya is 
"vasante vasante jyotisd yajeta". 

The Pftrvapaksin strongly objects this view. The term 
‘ Jyotistoma' i.e. 'jyotisdm stoma!}' is popularly known as the 
name of a sacrifice, etymologically ( yogavrttyd) as well as by 
traditional usage ( rudhivrttyd ). If it is said that jyotis denotes 
Brahman, stoma denotes Brahman, jyotistoma denotes Brahman, 
vasante denotes Brahman and yajeta denotes Brahman then the 
whole sentence reduces to a string of names of Brahman and 
carries no sense. Similarly, the scriptural texts called 'Brdhmam 
texts, which are believed to specify the procedure and prospccl* 
of various sacrifices will become infructuous. As a result, all the 
activities of sacrifice etc. will come to a standstill. If the word 1 ! 
are considered as conveying Brahman by etymology (yogavrtlt I 
and other things by usage ( rudhivrtti ), then the other things canv 
the primary sense and not Brahman'. If the words are taken an 
conveying Brahman by usage and other things by etymology, 


| atniii.K-Wlilffl I (TP- 1-4-10). 
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(lien Brahman cannot be considered as having all the attributes 
conveyed by various words'. In case it is accepted that all the 
words denote Brahman by both etymology and usage i.e. by 
primary signification ( mukhydrtha , ahhidhdvrtti ), then the other 
things will have to be known by the secondary signification 
(luksandvrtti) of words, as a result of their relation with the main 
irlcrent Brahman as their indwelling controller. However, this is 
not the general understanding in the worldly convention and 
uinnot be accepted. The only way left out is not to accept the 
proposition that all the words primarily convey Brahman. 
IMlicrwisc the language will lose its ability to communicate 
thoughts. 

The contention of the sutra that all the scriptural words are 
expressive of Brahman is based on the teaching of Aitareya 
■\umxaka. Madhvacarya quotes the relevant extract from Aitareya 
\nmyaka , which says: "This Paramdtman entered the bodies of 
pods and the human beings, as their Antarydmin. He is Prana who 
scorches. He entered therein for a hundred years. So human life 
h lor a hundred years. Because He entered for a hundred years. 
He who is Himself ‘ Satarcinah' etc., they call Him ‘ Satarcinah ’ 
dc " J . Thus, the Upanisad shows that the names of Rsis like 
Sutarcin, Madhyama, Visvamitra, Vamadeva, Atraya, Bharadvaja, 
V.isistha. Pragatha, Pavamanya as well as the terms like Siikta, 
Uni, Ardharca, Aksara primarily convey Him the Paramdtman 
• mly. Then the Upanisad says 3 :- "All these Reds, all these Vedas, 
till these sounds are to be understood as denoting only One Being, 


I A tiling customarily denoted by a word, may not possess the characteristics 
conveyed by the word. For example, a bridge in Pune, known as Lakudi Pool 
i Wooden bridge) is a regular concrete bridge. Similarly, in Mumbai, an area called 
Dliohi Talao (Washerman lank) has no lank at all. 

1 »f r J tfR M q^ dMkl 1 R1W) ^ q^ 

■Tift l?f 5TH 4W<4W|N<IHfHKJd I d ipESH dqfui|W|M\ 

M.cIH'l t-lTl HJ .ttT ♦Ml oif 

'I'th SJTCT: q^ UFT q^ I (A.A. 2-2-1 & 2). 

i ILNK 1. p. 274. 
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Prana. They should be taken as reds addressed to Prana i.e. 
Brahman”. The way in which the Upanisad derives the meaning 
of the words for denoting Brahman by the learned ones is known 
as Vidvadrudhi. The words “He who is Himself that ( etameva 
santam)" indicates that the meaning is by Abhidhdvrtti and not 
by Laksandvrtti. Thus, the meaning is by way o! 
Paramamukhydrtha. Based on the above declaration of Aitareya 
Upanisad that “all these Reds, all these Vedas, all these sounds 
denote One Being- know all of them to be Reas addressed to 
Prana". Madhvacarya has interpreted the sutra as above, saying 
that the word jyotih standing for Jyotistomaydga conveys Brahman. 

The fear expressed by the piirvapaksin that with the acceptance 
of the above mentioned declaration of Aitareya Upanisad, the 
Brdhmana texts will become infructuous, the Karmakcinda will 
come to a stop, and the language will lose its ability to communicate 
thoughts, is being cleared by the Sutrakdra in the next sutra, with 
an appropriate illustration. 

II & 11(1-4-11) 

Just as the term i madhiP is used to connote Brahman 
indwelling in the Sun, for the purpose of meditation, and yel 
there is no objection for applying the term to honey in worldly 
usage, in the same way if all the terms like Jyotistoma etc. are 
prescribed to be applied to Brahman on the basis of higher 
etymology ( Mahayogavrtti ) for the purpose of meditation only, 
without abandoning their usage in their respective senses, 
there should be no obstruction to the activities of sacrifices 
etc. 


I Chiind. Up. 3-1-1. 
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Thus, the Siitrakara allays the fear expressed by the 
Piirvapaksin that the Karmakanda would come to a halt and the 
language may lose its powers. The Sruti does not interfere with 
the conventional methods of etymology, grammar, usage etc. in 
ilciermining the senses of the words in the common parlance. It 
■ mly commends the use of all the scriptural words to understand 
llic majesty of Brahman, through the deeper sense of the words 
with the help of Mahdyogavrtti and Vidvadrudhi, and to meditate 
im Brahman with that understanding. If the mystics are able to 
address Paramdtman and meditate upon Him, using even 
apparently meaningless words like ’hram ’ ‘hrirn * hruth ’ etc., it 
is beyond our scope to question or doubt their experience. 

Having told that all the words, syllables and accents in 
m liptures primarily convey some aspect of Brahman’s majesty, 
die Siitrakara is now considering certain apparent difficulties in 
accepting some words as expressive of Brahman. 

II 3* ^ HHIHMKkiUN II 

(1-4-12) 

The topic under discussion ( visayavdkya ) assumed here by all 
the commentators is the same. It is a mantra 1 from 
thhadaranyakopanisad which says: “that in which the live groups 
nl live people and space are established, I regard that alone as 
\tman (Brahman)', knowing that Immortal Brahman, one becomes 
immortal”. 

According to Sahkaracarya, the Piirvapaksin holds that the 
live groups of five here make twenty-five and that figure refers 
in die twenty five principles accepted by the Sdhkhya philosophy. 
I lie five organs of perception (jhanendriyas), the five organs of 

.lift snrJIR (Brtia. Up. 4-4-17). 
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action (Karmendriyas), the mind (manas), the five subtle elements 
(tanmatras), the five gross elements ( mahdbhutas ), the self-sense 
(ahahkdra), the understanding ( Mahat /buddhi ), Prakrti 
(Pradhdna ) and Purusa make up twenty-five. Therefore, the 
Pradhdna has recognition by the Sruti. 

The sutra refutes this contention according to Sahkaracarya. 
Pradhdna etc. cannot be expected to have recognition in Sruti 
even on account of the mention of the number (twenty-five), 
because the principles (of the Sdnkhya system) arc diverse and 
cannot be classified into groups of five due to the absence of 11 
common attribute to facilitate such a grouping; and secondly the 
number in the Sruti exceeds twenty five because Atman and Akdsa 
are mentioned as additional 1 . According to Panini 2 , words 
indicating direction or number are compounded with other words 
and then mean only a name of something or a person. The word 
'pancajanah' indicates a particular class of beings which are five 
in number 5 . The next sutra will tell who the five are. 

Sankaracarya's conclusion that what is mentioned in the 
mantra (Brha . Up. 4-4-17) does not refer to the twenty-five 
principles enunciated by the Sdnkhya , is acceptable. But the twenty 
five principles are found mentioned in scriptures and therefore 
cannot be denied recognition altogether 4 . They are also recognized 
more or less by the same names in all the schools of Vedanta'' 
Moreover, they cannot be said ‘as difficult to be classified in 
groups of five. They can be grouped 6 as (i) Jnanendriyas , (ii) 
Karmendriyas , (iii) Tanmatras , (iv) Mahdbhutas and (v) others 
Saiikaracarya has already discussed many times in earliei 

^3351: flTVJRPTt wfsjfB -— ;nidUl< ^ I (S. BSB. 1-4-11). 

2 K'KH'Rt HstlNIHJ (Panini 2-1-50). 

3 M4MHI ^ ^ qg <331 (S. BSB. 1-4-11). 

5 BNK I. p. 286. 

6 BNK I. p. 287, TC. II. P. 182. 
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\dhikaranas the denial of scriptural recognition to the Sankhyci 
I'mkrti or Pradhana. Here again, if the same point is stressed, 
it would appear that the Sutrakdra is covering no new ground. 

Ramanujacarya also has interpreted the sutra on the same 
lines. 

Madhvacarya thinks that this sutra considers how the words 
in plural and words referring to things contained (adheya) in 

• •I hers can be expressive of Paramdtman who is one and the 
iipporl ( adhdra ) of all. 

m ^TT: TORTSI qfcfTHcT: SlIcHMH, (^. 

<• *q^ ?Trf »r 

■IMiqRT^ HMI^Mluif aikiHld, ^qH<l< ^ I 

In the visayavakya, “that in which the five groups of five 
people and space are established, I regard that alone as 
Ihalunan”, there should be no objection for considering the 
plii'iisc ‘ pahcajanah’ as expressive of Brahman though its 
m use is plural and it signifies some-ones contained in Brahman 
i Hie container), because Brahman manifests itself in different 
Ini ms and Brahman as the container is distinct from the forms 
••I Hrahman described as contained in the former. 

The view of Purvapaksin is that the phrase panca jandh being 
phii.il cannot convey Brahman , well-known as being One. 
Mi Hcover, til cpanca jandh are described as established in Brahman 
•uni therefore the same thing cannot be both the container and the 
■ mil.imed. The sutra refutes this view. The five persons referred 
in l*v the phrase panca jandh are the five forms of Brahman 
1 'icscnl as the indwelling controller in the five principles of life, 
in every being, specified in the next complementary passage. The 
HiHMin that the same thing cannot be both the container and the 

• ••in.lined may be applicable to ordinary things, but Brahman is 
.hi exception to that rule. It is possible for Brahman to be his own 
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support (adhcira) 1 , just as we say “time exists at all times” and 
“space is everywhere”. The existence of time and space are told 
respectively with reference to time and space only. 

Which are these five forms of Brahman present in every 
being? The next surra answers this question. 

II # MIUII^I dl<WW< # II (1-4-13) 

The passage ( visayavakya ) under discussion here, according 
to all the commentators, is a mantra 2 from Brhadaranyakopanisad , 
placed next to the one considered under the previous sutra. 
It specifies the five forms of Brahman dwelling in each being. 
The mantra tells that, “they who know the breath of breath, 
the eye of the eye, the ear of the ear, the food of the food 
and the mind of the mind, they have realized the ancient 
primordial Brahman". Thus, the mantra indicates that the 
breath (vital force), the eye etc. mentioned in the accusative 
case are the five forms of Brahman which confer on the breath 
(vital air), the eye etc. mentioned in the genitive case, 
their respective powers for functioning as the five operating 
principles in a living being. The exposition of this sutra would 
be as follows. 

irTSl'Kdl: Ti 3RT: “STFTFT dW^ldJ 

The five forms of Brahman (referred to in the preceding 
sutra ) are indicated by words Prana (vital breath), caksus 
(eye) etc. mentioned in the accusative case in the 
complementary passage (Brha. Up. 4-4-18) as ‘the breath of 
breath’ etc. There is no controversy among the commentators 
regarding the interpretation of this sutra. 

H'flririKHWd: II (TC. II. p. 180). 

2 UIUK-M Hl«l*4H I StT^ 'Wl'iWtffqivi tR# II (Brha. Up. 4-4-18). 
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The objection that all the five forms of Brahman are not heard 
m Brhaddranyakopanisad recited by some schools, is answered 
In' the next sutra. 

II to || (1-4-14) 


*I^RT itllWNIHH WM aroc^FT ‘^fTRTTT 

m^rh-rqilciqi 4^^ 


Even though in some sections i.e. in the Kanva recension 1 
<il‘ the Brhadaranyakopanisad there is no mention of the form 
nf food, the fifth form may be understood as jyotis, which is 
mentioned in the preceding mantra 1 . It is proper to take that 
i iilicr both the words, annarh and jyotis , convey the same sense, 
m these are two separate sets of five forms each 1 . All the 
i nmmentators agree on the interpretation of this sutra. 

4 •bKUMlWWIHL/ 

(1-4-15) 


All the commentators have identified the same scriptural 
I'ussages. in various Upanisads , which refer to the creation of the 
universe, for discussion here under this sutra. However, the location 
• •I the problem and the conclusion reached based on this sutra , 
\iii v from one commentator to the other. 

iaittiriya Upanisad says that 4 , “from this Atman ether arose; 
limn ether air; from air fire; from fire water; from water the earth 

i iirnrq upnga irraFT srm ^ i i) grFJmqjmji 

Ihihii. Up. 4-4-18). 

'KHI^NWrHilSSTTO: IH^T iFTfram vrljlkHl^MIH^Sl^ll 

i III ha Up. 4- 4-16). 

I U4 I (TP. 1-4-14). 

I "•R-MId.lcMH 31TO5t: I 311+1411(11^: I 4l‘4(fa: I 3P^|: 1 31^: iJlSf^ I 

(Tait.Up.2-1). 
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and so on”. Chandogyopanisad tells that 1 , “That (Sat i.e. Being) 
willed, ‘may I become many’; It created fire; that fire willed, ‘may 
I become many’; It created water, and so on”. Prasnopanisad 
declares that 2 , “He ( Paramatman ) created the vital breath (Prana) 
and then from Prana faith, ether, air, light, water, earth etc”. 

According to Sankaracarya, the problem is that the scriptural 
passages dealing with the creation of the world appear 
contradictory; there is no uniformity in the order of created 
principles and in the causality of Brahman. Some texts attribute 
the creation of the world to non-being 3 4 and some say that the 
world came into being on its own without a creator 11 . This sutra 
refutes these contentions saying 5 that though there may be 
contradictions in the order of creation, there is no such contradiction 
regarding the creator. He is described in all passages as omniscient, 
lord of all, the inner soul of everything and as the one and only 
cause without the second 6 . 

Thus, according to Sankaracarya, this suira deals with an 
alleged internal contradiction in Srutis. However, in the first 
Adhyaya named as Samanvayadhyaya, the Sutrakdra proposes to 
show how scriptural sentences, phrases and words describe and 
disclose the nature, attributes and majesty of Brahman. The 
treatment of external objections and internal contradictions seems 
to have been contemplated in the second Adhyaya known as 
Avirodhddhydya. The Sutrakdra does discuss apparent internal 

1 a|w srai^fa 

(Chand, Up. 6-2-3). 

2 « MNIHtyHd I AMR. diy^ilkKN: (Prasna. Up. 6-4). 

3 am® ant "I i (Tail. Up. 2-7). 

4 a%s fra i 

(Brha. Up. 1-4-7). 

5 florin ^niHMi+iitiil^ «wisUk+ foaia a rawnaafta wi 

i wnjat ta#R%i?a ^Kuirdd 

55Tti^: I (S. BSB. 1-4-14). 

6 SRK p. 320.. 
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contradictions of Sruti, in the third and fourth Pcidas of the second 
Adhydya'. Therefore, the topic of internal contradictions is not 
expected to find a place here. 

Ramanujacarya holds that this sutra continues to deny the 
scriptural recognition to the Sdnkhya Pradhana. His Piirvapaksin 
aigues that in the sruti texts no particular single agent is declared 
in he the cause of this world and therefore Brahman cannot be 
(lie sole first cause; but on the other hand it is possible to infer 
llial the Pradhana is the first cause 2 . This sutra refutes the view 
n| Piirvapaksin and affirms that Brahman alone, endowed with 
llu* attributes of omniscience, omnipotence and the rest as described 
iw iilia vyapadistokteh), is the cause of the universe 1 . 

The denial of scriptural recognition to Sdnkhya Pradhana has 
liccn concluded so many times up till now, and in a laconic work 
like Brahmasutra the same topic is not expected again and again. 
Moreover, the treatment of external objections and internal 

• onlradictions is planned in the second Adhydya. On this count 
also, the polemics of Ramanujacarya mentioned above is not 

• xpeeled here under the present sutra. 

As already said earlier (under sutra 1-4-10), Madhvacarya 
In'Ids that this fourth Pada deals with the scriptural words and 
plnases which are difficult to be shown to convey Brahman , by 
ilii' ordinary methods of interpretation. On the basis of the 
iIn larations of sruti, Madhvacarya is of the firm view that all 
si nplural words convey Brahman, in their primary sense. In the 
Hi si Pada, the sutra ‘Akdsastallingat ’ (1-1-22) has already 

• mu luded that all the five Adhibhuta - entities like Akdsa, etc. 
i mmole Brahman in their highest sense iparamamukhydrthavrtti ). 
I lie same words are again taken up here for samanvaya in Brahman, 
im ause in the context of creation of the world where they are 


I MNk I p. 292 

•.. SV 1-4-14. 

• \Kk p. 320. 
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described as one originating from another 1 , any attempt to make 
these words denote Brahman in their primary sense, would lead 
to some awkward results 2 3 . For example, vdyu is said to have 
originated from Akdsa, i.e. vdyu is an effect ( kdryam) of Akdsa. 
If vdyu denotes Brahman, it means that Brahman is an effect of 
Akdsa. But this is not tenable because sruti says that “ Brahman 
is neither bom nor does It die” ' and ‘ ‘ Brahman is without beginning 
and without end” 4 , and therefore Brahman cannot be an effecl 
of anyone or anything. Then, if we say that Akdsa and Vdyu both 
denote Brahman, it would mean that Brahman is the cause 
(kdranam) of Itself. A thing cannot be its own cause and its own 
effect 5 6 . Cause always precedes the effect in time. But it is absurd 
to say that Brahman precedes Itself 5 . Based on this method ol 
reductio ad absurdum, it can be said that the assumption, that 
Akasa etc. denote Brahman in their primary sense, itself must he 
invalid. 

The sutra refutes such a contention according to Madhvacarya. 
It says: 

I ^cTTFrf I^TTOJTT^ ffa 3111%: I 

^ W Sfa STiS^TS^cb' 

* fc^Tl^n ^dcdldj 7 

On the strength of 1 ca ’ in the sutra, kdryawa is also to hr 
taken with kdranatva. The words tat tu i.e. sa eva (He alone) are 
to be continued. The word ‘ akasadisu is repeated. 

1 M.cH-HKIcUH aiRJRT: rf*JjT: I3T*BRII5I5 : I 4WUP'l: I Wt: 13^: I 

(Taii.Up.2-1). 

2 BNK. 1. p. 289. 

3 H I (Katha. Up. 1-2-18). 

4 aWKW-dHJ (Katha. Up. 1-3-15). 

5 BNK l. p. 290. 

6 BNK I. p. 289. 

7 an+wiRs n q? i w ‘q aireiilfr i v .<i 

(Brha. Up. 3-7-12)* 3^: I (M. BSB. 1-4-15) 

+K«W4Mt+KUIH.l (TP. 1-4-15). 
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He alone is present in Akasa etc. as the cause and 
Ihc effect, (and He who is present in Akasa etc. is Paramatman 
only) because, just as in Aitareya Aranyaka 1 Paramatman 
is signified ( vyapadistah ) as incomprehensible, in 
Hfltadaranyakopanisad 2 the same Paramatman is expressed 
Uiktah) as the indwelling spirit in Akasa etc. whom the Akasa 
He. do not know. 

The empirical formula that a thing cannot be its own cause 
iiiul its own effect is not applicable to the supernatural logic of 
Ihahman 3 . While describing the cosmic evolution Sruti says; 

I'aramdtman desired to become many. He thought over it and 
ueated all this, whatever there is. Having created He entered it 
(us the indwelling controller)” 4 . Similarly, in the creation of the 
Miilidbhuta-enliUes Akasa , Vciyit etc. as one originating from 
mmlher in a succession 5 , Parmatman is the initial cause, and at 
every step further He enters the thing created as its indwelling 

• nniroller, and becomes the intermediate and proximate cause for 
ilie next stage. Thus, Paramatman manifests His corresponding 
lm in in each and every principle like Akasa , Vayu etc. in the chain 
>il cause and effect. The cosmic evolution is carried forward with 
I'aramdtman' s immanence and impulsion at every stage in the 

• liain. Therefore, Paramatman is the intermediate and proximate 
i .disc of cosmic evolution, for which Madhvacarya uses 5 the word 
■ ivaiitarakaranarii'. JayatTrtha defines the term as ‘ kdryatve sati 
t<nimam, avantarakdranarii' . As such, there should be no objection 
il Itnilvnan is viewed both as the cause and the effect 7 . Hence, 

i a qtsnrssp: i (TP. i-4-i5). 

m Ararat atraran^ AnraraTl n ^ at-Ararai: srift a ArararaRirt 

'uiara n tt 3n?m a-baMI anjet: i (Brha. Up. 3-7-12). 

1 IINK. I. p. 290. 

i Ml>4.IH4d I 4§F4t MvHl^id I tt I ft d^rdHI ^ BdUtydd I I 

d^l;JUIW*ldJ (Tail. Up. 2-6). 

Iml Up. 2-1. 

i nrarenR[3 aidkdt'fcK'JMd n q«t fetcu i (M. bsb. i-4-i5). 

M : =4 444 4 4>l<mf9 I N 44Wl,l +i4hHIM =4 4: 44^ Rt I 

iVimiu Purana 1-9-47. BNK. I. p. 291). 
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the words Akasa, Vayu etc. which are ordinarily understood 
to denote certain material principles are capable of conveying 
Brahman in their highest primary sense, despite their being 
in a cause and effect relationship in the chain of cosmic 
evolution. Therefore, the proposition that all scriptural words 
connote Brahman 1 in their highest primary sense i.e. 
Sarvasabdasamanvaya in Brahman , holds good without any 
exception. 

II 3& 'U^lWci, 3& II (1-4-16) 

The sutra contains only one word with an ablative case ending. 
Obviously it indicates a probans ( hetu ). In the absence of any 
specific assertion ( pratijhd ) in the siitra , the probans can naturally 
be treated as an additional probans for the assertion in the preceding 
sutra. Accordingly, Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya have related 
this sutra with the previous one and treated the sutra as part ol 
the Karanah'ddhikaranam. 

In Sankaracarya’s view, the term ‘ sarndkarsat ’ means ‘on 
account of connection or link up’ 1 2 . While commenting on the lasl 
sutra, a reference was made to the statement that “all this, verily, 
was in the beginning non-being (asat)" 3 . This does not mean thai 
in the beginning it was absolute non-existence. Because, prior to 
this statement, it is said that “if one understands Brahman as non 
being he becomes non-being only; if one understands Brahman 
as existent he becomes existent’' 4 . In these earlier statements, the 
non-existence of Brahman is rejected and Brahman's existence 
is established. The same Brahman is connected furthoi 
(samdkrsyate) to the One in the statement ‘ asadva idamaf>ru 
asit ’. If sat indicates the being of Brahman with all the manifcsl 


1 *1IHII*1 I (B/uillaveya Srutih M. BSB. 1-1-1). 

2 SRK p. 320. 

3 WIST (Tait. Up. 2-7). 

4 h vrara n^ia ^ ih-hhh am i 

(Tail.Up. 2-6). 
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names and forms, asat indicates the Being of Brahman without 
names and forms'. Thus, with the help of this siitra , Sankaracarya 
establishes that the term asat refers to real existent Brahman 
without names and forms. He also establishes that there is no 
internal controversy among the statements of Sruti. 

In his opening remarks for this fourth Pada, Sankaracarya 
nbserves that, “in the first three Padas it is shown that all the 
Vnlanta statements expound that Brahman is the cause of this 
world and Pradhana is not the cause; but regarding Pradhana 
there still lingers a doubt and that is being addressed hereafter”. 
II this is the purpose of the fourth Pada , then this sutra which 
'•hows that there is no internal controversy in Vedanta statements, 
.liould find a place in the second Adhydya but not here, as observed 
I'ltilier in the discussion on the previous siitra. Therefore the 
interpretation of this siitra appears far-fetched and unconvincing. 

Ramanujacarya also has taken the word ‘ samdkarsat ’ to 
mean ‘on account of the connection’ and interpreted the siitra on 
"iinilar lines as above. According to him, the sutra tells that “on 
•M'ount of connection (with the passages referring to Brahman, 
Non being does not mean absolute Non-being) 2 . Ramanujacarya 
ilimios some statements from Taittanya Upanisad like “He. the 
'n il desired, may I become many, — He projected all this, 
w Imtever there is here. Having brought it fourth, verily, He entered 
it"' etc. The same Brahman is referred to further as Non-being. 
In the state of dissolution when there is no distinction of name 
<uid form, Brahman is said to be non-being. The text “This then 
wnv Unmanifest” 4 does not refer to Pradhana but to Brahman 
wlnise body is not yet evolved into gross form. Based on the 
wmds “It thought”, Ramanujacarya arrives at the same conclusion 


I 


1 

I 


M<K |>. 321. 

Snbluisya- SV 1-4-15. 


I (Brha. Up. 1-4-7). 
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that (the sentient) Brahman is the sole cause of creation but not 
(the insentient) Pradhdna, as it was reached in the previous sulra. 
Hence, the same observations made under the preceding sulra 
apply here too. 

5 

II •$> II (1-4-16) 

This sutra and the next one viz. ‘ Jagadvacitvat ’, both contain 
only one word each, in the ablative. In the absence of any specific 
predicate in the sutras, they should naturally be pint of the argument 
in the preceding Adhikarana. Therefore, Madhvacarya has included 
these two as well as the next six sutras in the previous Adhikarana 
only. His two direct disciples, Padmanabhtlrtha and 
Trivikramapanditacarya, each of whom has written a gloss 1 on 
Madhvacarya’s Sutrabhdsya, have also treated these eight sutras 
as part of the preceding Adhikarana. It is JayatTrtha, the fourteenth 
century commentator par excellence , known as Tlkacarya in the 
Dvaita tradition in recognition of his erudite and systematic 
commentaries on all the important works of Madhvacarya, who 
first treated these eight sutras as a separate Adhikarana, in view 
of the generality of the topic they discuss, which concerns not 
only the previous Adhikarana but also the entire exercise by the 
Sutrakdra in this Adhydya. All the later commentators like 
Raghavendratlrtha have followed suit. 

The topic of discussion in,these eight sutras is in the nature 
of a review of the entire work of Sdstrasarnanvaya in Brahman . 
at almost the fagend of the Samanvayddhyaya. It deals with the 
lingering doubt about the validity and practicability of samanvaya 
of all scriptural words and phrases in Brahman. A similar review 
has been done at the end of second pdda, through its last five 
sutras. 


1 Saitarkadipavali is the gloss by Padmanabhatlrlha and Taitvaprcidlpika is I hr 
gloss by Trivikramapanditacarya. 
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A natural doubt that .still lingers on is that 1 if all the scriptural 
words convey Brahman in their highest primary sense, how can 
ihey be used for mundane communication? This doubt has been 
• onsidered earlier in vaisvanaradhikarana at the end of second 
i<iiilu. However, having heard all the arguments till the preceding 
ultra, i.e. almost at the end of Samanvayadhyaya , the Purvapaksin 
appears to be not yet fully convinced and therefore comes up with 
Ins hypothesis that the statement ‘all the scriptural words and 
phrases convey Brahman in their primary sense’ does not seem 
in be rational because in that case they cannot be used in common 
parlance 2 . It has been explained earlier in Vaisvanaradhikarana 
by the siitra ‘saksadapyavirodham jaiminih ’ (1-2-28) that the 
wise ones, knowing well that all the scriptural words denote 
llmhman only, use those words in mundane dealing to convey 
icspective things accepting the required proper word and rejecting 
llir others, and the other ignorant ones use the words in the sense 
assigned to them by language and lexicon. This may lead to 
mogularity 3 . 

Secondly, it has been advocated in the opening siitra 4 of 
this Pcida that the words, which are popularly known to 
ilenote exclusively certain entities other than Brahman 
uniY(itraivaprasiddhasadbas), primarily denote Brahman present 
in those entities as their controller. This also is not proper, because, 
in that case, in worldly transactions people will have no other way 
< u cpt using all the words by their secondary signification 
ihiksanavrtti )\ Then, in the eleventh siitra 6 of this pcida, the 


i 


I 

I 

3 


l, 


»WKMi WtlrH4M't>o) cSJ4<!H: I (M. BSB. 1-4-16). 

(IT. 1-4-16). 








* I P. I -4-16). 

Il frju i w^d&q i iilld %t S l fkt^N^t-dqiO^KlM I (BS 1-4-1). 

•4|'l» I (TP. 1-4- 16). 

<bs. 1 - 4 - 11 ). 
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Sruti accepts the worldly usage of scriptural words in their primary 
sense according to their etymology {yoga) and convention ( rudhi), 
but recommends the use of scriptural words to understand the 
majesty of Brahman , through the deeper meaning of the words 
with the help of Mahdyogavrtti and Vidvadrudhi, for the purpose 
of meditation. This too is not a smart piece of argument. If this 
is accepted then, the scriptural words would be denotative of 
things other than Brahman also, in their primary sense, and as 
a result the assertion that all the scriptural words primarily denote 
Brahman only, which is sought to be established in the first 
Adhyaya, would stand contradicted 1 . Therefore, the validity of the 
hypothesis that all the scriptural words are primarily denotative 
of Brahman only, appears to be doubtful. 

This sittra,‘samdkarsdt ’ refutes the above arguments. It says 
that words primarily denoting Brahman are drawn upon i.e 
borrowed and used elsewhere in common parlance. 

51^1: cSJcrfl^ 2 I 

WM ctMfiK ^HlWd^IrWI^Nc^l ^T: H 

I 

The words denotative of Brahman are diverted and used 
for worldly transactions. The hypothesis that all scriptural 
words denote Brahman only, is not contradicted on account 
of the diversion of the words denotative of Brahman for worldl) 
usage and the resulting common usage. 

The words get their denotative power (Abhidhdsakti) through 
usage ( rudhi ) and etymology (yoga). Words primarily denoting 
Brahman, when diverted for use in worldly transactions, come in 
acquire the sanction of established usage and etymology. Howcvn 
it should not be construed that all words can be treated w 

1 H R^frf I UcM^MIlh 

(TP. 1-4-I6) 

2 M. BSB. 1-4-16. 
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homonyms having Brahman as one referent and one (or more) 
ol worldly matters as the other, just as the word ‘ saindhava' refers 
to a horse as well as to rock-salt. Otherwise the hypothesis that 
nil the scriptural words primarily denote Brahman only, would 
tail. Further, the sutra does not envisage that the words refer to 
Hnihman in their primary sense ( mukhyavrtti ) and the worldly 
things in their secondary sense ( amukhyavrtti or laksandvrtti )'. 
I wo levels of primary denotation are understood. Words refer to 
worldly things in their primary sense based on usage (rudhi ) and 
etymology (yoga). The same words denote Brahman in their 
highest primary sense ( Paramamukhyavrtti ) based on higher 
etymology (Mahayoga) and higher etymology-cum-convention 
\Mahdyogarudhi or Vidvadrudhi). This understanding would 
uphold the propriety of the hypothesis that all scriptural words 
ilrnotc Brahman in their highest primary sense 2 . 

These are two different levels of knowledge, one mundane 
-iiiil the other transcendental. The same sentiment is voiced 3 by 
Hmdakopanisad when it says 4 , “there are two kinds of knowledge 
in he acquired, namely, the higher one (para) and the lower one 
hi/wra). The higher knowledge is defined as that by which the 
ihiihman is known”. In this dispensation, the Vedas would 
innsiiiute higher knowledge if they are utilized to comprehend 
I'limnidrman and they form lower knowledge when they are used 
in perform sacrifices for earning worldly favours. 

For example, the word ‘ Ap' is popularly known to denote 
wilier, in classical Sanskrit as well as in Vedas. But in Aitareya 
\nmvaka ‘Ap' is said to denote Brahman. Similarly, 'agni ’ also 
ili'iioies Brahman by paramamukhydrthavrtti. But the two words 

i nl‘l. 4W.VTO * ^uilfeRid I TDK. 1-4-16. 

• IHWtfcwT fTOlft 5TTO=? (*tifra) 

<l.i wiKuTimiw: fra (TDK 1-4-1 6 ). 

■ HNk I. p. 297. 

1 it Ml ... TO %31TO ^ I (Mund. Up. 1-1-4). 3PI TO TOT i*- t ici I 

i Miiml Up. 1-1-5). 
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cip and agni, when diverted for worldly use, are not considered 
as synonyms, and op would denote water only but not fire, and 
vice versa 1 . 

Is not this proposition, that all the scriptural words denote 
Brahman in their highest primary sense and at the same time 
denote some worldly things in their primary sense, contradicted 
by the three sutras discussed earlier in the Purvapaksal No 
The first sutra (no. 1-2-28) intends to tell that the words do not 
become denotative of other things (in the world) independently' 
In the second one (1-4-1) it is mentioned that all words become 
denotative of mundane things because of Paramatmcin'% 
association with them (as their controller) 3 . In the third sutra 
(1-4-11), it is accepted that words denote their respective 
referents by convention ( rudhi )\ but it is not discussed in detail 
Here, it is discussed. Thus, there is no controversy amonn 
the sutras. Madhvacarya quotes an appropriate verse from 
Padmapurana 5 , which fully corroborates his interpretation ol 
the sutra. 

If all the words denote Brahman only in their highest primary 
sense, then how are they popularly understood in the worldly 
sense? The next sutra answers this question. 

II # II (1-4-171 

1 (i) (A.A. 2-1-8). 

(ii) am Rtfrei ft I fc( 5TR IrttwiHit n 

an ^ ct^T^ iHdl jHI^ 1 H 

(A. A. Madh vabhdsya). 

(iii) ^ ^ m 3TTC q? ^ | 

^ ^ ^ 3^: 3TR3c^ 

(A.A. Tamrapannya) 

2 Hld-^l dl-^cdl'HI'^lfVfldHIdJ (TP. 1-4-16). 

3 fefft M<Hlr*rHVMlTWId l ThHI'4 i m4fedrdld ,l (TP. 1-4-16). 

4 gdft ^ I M4Mdf'44 I KH|-4l>-<iMUd : I (TP. 1-4-16). 

5 W m^F): 51^1: *Wlfr ’ ^d<’*IN I 

ffdd ril4.44l*iHHd: II fjrt TTtf I (M. BSB. 1-4-16). 
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I Wm MRTRfftTcl I 

SI^MI '■relict HltHI'ft: ^ ^KmT^IIcIJWT MotlcHld 

fllHMlcM+Mi 



The word ‘ sahddndm' is continued. The phrase ‘ jagati 
imisiddhih' is supplied to complete the construction. Though all 
(lie words are denotative of Paramatman in their highest 
primary sense, the words are popularly understood as 
denotative of worldly things because they are largely used in 
mundane activities only and because people have nothing 
much to do with Paramatman and consequently they are 
Ignorant of the highest primary meanings of words. For 
t'xample, while playing cards, the words king and queen are 
understood to denote some specific cards only, and the real 
personalities who are referred to by these words, are long forgotten. 

According to Sankaracarya, this sCitra refers to a conversation 
Itelwcen Balaki and Ajatasatru, in KausTtakTUpanisad. Ajatasatru 
hmvs 1 . “O Balaki, He who verily is the maker of these persons and 
whose work is this, is to be known”. The doubt here is whether 
what is to be known is the individual soul ( Jlva) or the chief breath 
\\tukhya Prana ) or Paramatman. The Purvapaksin argues that 
a i sJiva or Mukhya Prana. The Siddhanta is that 2 , “the perceived 
world is referred to by the pronoun 'etat that which is made 
i' karma and it refers to this world only; the creator of the world 
only is prescribed to be known. It has been stressed throughout 
l nhinta that Paramatman is the creator of this entire world”. 


Ufunanujacarya has interpreted the sutra on the same lines as 
followed by Sankaracarya. However, he has omitted Mukhya 
l‘huni from his Purvapaksa, which makes his interpretation 
mi onsistent with the next sutra. which mentions Mukhya Prana \ 

’ll 4 inara qjhi J$t>mu|[ qPt ddc+4 ft I (S. BSB. 1-4-16). 

wirajird M.d-^d PiRvtd i sta i 

I. ai -t%tcqrWI 44Kit-4d I rra 4<l-d^ Wife): I 

I I . USB.1-4-16). 

HNK. I. p. 298. 
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Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya have treated this sutra and 
the next two as forming one Adhikarana. Then, the following four 
siItras arc treated as another Adhikarana. In four out of these 
seven sutras , the views of four contemporary sages, namely Jaimini, 
Asmarathya, Audulomi and Kasakrtsna are mentioned. It is 
expected that the views could be on one given topic and it would 
be in the fitness of things to consider the sutras as forming one 
Adhikarana only, as in Vaisvdnarddhikarana in second pada. If 
Jaimini’s opinion is separated from the other three and included 
in the earlier Adhikarana , the mention of his name becomes 
superfluous. Only when there arc different views, it is worth 
saying that Jaimini opines like this 1 . 

This sutra contains only one word in ablative case, which is 
a probans. In the absence of any predicate in the sutra, this has 
to be treated as an additional probans for the assertion in a 
preceding sutra of the same Adhikarana, or a continuation of the 
argument in the previous sutra. If the Adhikarana starts with this 
sutra itself, as treated by Sankaracarya, then the predicate would 
be left wide open to the imagination of the commentators. Il 
becomes doubtful whether the Sutrakara had in mind all this 
discussion under this sutra and hence the interpretation appears 
farfetched and unconvincing. 

In his introductory remarks to the fourth pada, Sankaracarya 
holds that the first three padas show how all the statements in 
Vedanta go to establish that. Brahman alone is the cause of tills 
creation and that the Pradhdna is not the cause. But still, he says, 
there remains a doubt whether Pradhdna can be denied the stain* 
as the cause of the world when great sages like Kapila etc. accept 
Pradhdna as the cause relying on some branches of Vedas. Tin- 
next chapter (i.e. fourth pada) proceeds to show, according m 

^w^TtcmT^rrotlM 

(TC. II. p. 189). 
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Sahkaracarya, that the purport of statements in those branches of 
Vedas is not so 1 . Thus, the first three Adhikaranas of this pada 
have been interpreted as refuting scriptural recognition (sabdatva) 
lor Pradhcina as the cause of creation. Then, the fourth Adhikarana 
deals with a side issue of removing an internal contradiction in 
SYk/i regarding creation. Here, in this fifth Adhikarana, 
Sahkaracarya reverts to the exercise of showing how the statements 
<*l Vedanta establish Brahman as the cause of creation, which 
should have been included in the first three padas only 2 . Therefore, 
il these interpretations of Sahkaracarya are accepted, then the 
t (imposition of Brahmasutras will look not as a planned work but 
as a bunch of stray thoughts. 

Why should we not consider that all the scriptural words 
denote Jiva and Mukhyaprdna also in the primary sense, since 
they too have overall control over the activities and properties of 
•il 17 The next sutra answers this question. 

II to & II 

(1-4-18) 

lid $ ailW( I 

If it be said that the purport of the sutra 
'Ituladliinatvadarthavat (1-4-3)’ is not proper since Jiva and 
Mukhyaprdna have the characteristic of having overall control 
h| (lie attributes of others and therefore they too are fit to be 

1 l||<WlHI*-d ^ rtlcf i=(<4d d Mdllrl uniid 1 idd 

'NI'l*(*m«IIHI*lHl 'fcHVIrd 

•ililRtm: 4.1'MM‘iiclfH: Mldqlldfaid Wvrdd I d<lldd9l d 

'Il'Mrif cfiP +K<Jlii|ld nidM I KdH<-H I ^Hd(t ,l ^df^WlH^9'-Hcd 97:= 

Srtddl (S. DSB. 1-4-1). 

"lI'HR^t ^d'ldlHWHIH 'Jdfe fm-d4i^<H*dcdldJ (TC. II. p. 189). 
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conveyed by all the words, it is not so because it has been 
explained earlier that that characteristic (exercised by Jtva 
and Mukhyaprana) is due to the presence of Paramatman in 
them as the indwelling controller. 

Here, the Purvapaksin doubts the sanctity of a previous sittra 
'tadadhlnatvddarthavat ’ (1-4-3), which says that all the words 
are significant for Brahman, because of His overall control over 
the attributes connoted by those words. The contention of the 
Purvapaksin is that Brahman is not the only One to have overall 
control over the attributes of others, but the individual soul (Jiva) 
and the chief vital force (Mukhyaprana) also have that characteristic 
(liiiga). He quotes a mantra 1 2 from Chdndogyopanisad, which 
says that “if the life ( Jiva ) leaves one branch of this (tree) then 
that branch dries up”. Similarly he quotes another mantra 2 from 
Sruti, which says that “all people are governed in their activities 
by the Chief vital breath only”. Thus, since Jiva and Mukhyaprana 
are said to have the characteristic of having overall control ovei 
the attributes of others, they too are fit to be conveyed by all the 
words. The siitra refutes this contention. It says that the 
characteristic of having control over the properties of others, 
exercised by Jiva and Mukhyaprana, is due to the presence 
of Paramatman in them as the indwelling controller ami 
not independent of Him; this has been explained earlier (in sutta 
1-1-31). 

Since liberation is possible only through the knowledge nl 
Brahman and since those desirous of liberation are not interested 
in anything except that, then what is the rationale of diverting the 
scriptural words for worldly transactions? The next sutra clem* 
this doubt. 

II 3 & ^ fffoR: R%|ci|Kci|M|4-^|HN # II 

(1-4-l'Ji 


1 3TR 5TRfrt itfrief 3TO ?TT gsqft I (Chiind. Up. 6-11-12). 

2 sigRT f? i cm. bsb. m-is). 
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iW&IMHfacMfcd I =3 I fTcf 

m SwR: I fcT: I #T^ri^Rt: cTOT ^d^W+4): 
'1 3TN ^ qc|^q^ S!llR«<d: H6krl I 

The word ‘ jagadvacitvam' is continued and the term 
sabdanam also. The word 'cmycl denoting Brahman Who is 
other than Jlva etc. in the world under consideration, stands here 
lnr ‘the knowledge of Brahman'. ‘ Tu ’ is in the sense of ‘only’. 

According to Jaimini, (apart from their higher connotation 
of Brahman) the denotation of rites and deities by the scriptural 
words in the ordinary parlance is for the sake of knowledge 
of Brahman only'. How? It is so indicated on account of the 
ipiestion and answer between Shaunaka and Angirasa in 
Mundakopanisad 1 and between Svctaketu and Uddalaka in 
(hdndogyopanisad (6-1,3 & 4). Moreocver, the followers of 
»ome branch of Vedas ( Rgveda ) recite so. 

Shaunaka asks, “my Lord, by knowing what, all this becomes 
known?” Shaunaka had the knowledge of sacrifices and he was 
.i icgular performer of prescribed rites. In effect, what he was 
.••.king was, by knowing what, his knowledge of sacrifices would 
!•«• fruitful. The teacher Angirasa explains 3 , “there are two kinds 
hi knowledge to be acquired, namely Para , the higher one and 
l/'ow. the lower one. There, the lower one comprises Rgveda , 
1 ii/urvcda etc. (which offer the knowledge of sacrifices and other 
"oi Idly rites and things) and the higher knowledge is that (provided 
In llie same set of scriptures) 4 , which leads to the comprehension 
n| Brahman”. 


i <gdk. i-4-i9j. 

t.lrn^g i (Mund. Up. M-3). 

• it ITO TO % 3TTO =4 I 31TO — 3W TO TO1 

mItottoi (Mund. Up. 1-1-4 & 5). 

I JIMKJ1 T^TT ^ IrTT ^ ^ • I 

<1*1 TOTOTl^mj (Mund. Up.- MB). 
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Thus, the conversation indicates that the scriptural words and 
sentences directly convey Brahman in their highest primary sense 
and they convey the rites and deities in their primary sense, the 
knowledge and performance of which also leads to the knowledge 
of Brahman in due course. Moreover, in some branch of Vedas, 
it is explicitly mentioned that, “if people do not understand that 
Brahman alone is the aim of Vedas then what is the use of their 
studying the Vedas?” 1 2 

Since every Vedic word is denotative of Brahman and thus 
Vedas can directly reveal Brahman, then what is the propriety in 
diverting the Vedic words for worldly transactions for the sake 
of knowing Brahman ? The next sutra answers this question. 

II 3=0 II (1-4-20) 

hwtim^hUihj 4wi«i4i dm 4N«hcwi ferawFq 

3kddT HI=hH^cllK- 
dlMd^l T^ddl+MMIH.SFddT d 41 HiedI 
cRHR dkm<kddldWdddl cR 

The ablative case here is in the sense of cause 3 . The word 
‘ vakyanvaya' is understood in the sense that the various scriptural 
sentences individually carrying different meanings finally produce 
a purport {anvaya) conveying Brahman only. The scripturul 
words denote different mundane things for the sake o! 
conveying Brahman because the various scriptural sentenc e* 
describing rites and deities finally converge to a purport 
conveying Brahman only. Otherwise, the ordinary people wlu» 
are incapable of comprehending Brahman by etymologically 
interpreting each scriptural word in its highest primary sense 
would become averse to the inquiry into and the knowledge ol 
Brahman. 


1 ^ wpi -sRwjid I (RV. 1-164-39) (M. USB. 1-4-19). 

2 TP. 1-4-20. 

3 ra*n*n (Panini 2-3-25). 
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Sankaracarya and following him Ramanujacarya and others 
treat this sutra and the next three, as a separate Adhikarana and 
us an important one. The topic discussed under this Adhikarana 
is the famous discourse by Yajnavalkya to his wife MaitreyT in 
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad. He tells, “not for the sake of the 
husband does the husband become dear but for the sake of the 

self, husband becomes dear.-Verily, the Atman is to be seen, 

heard, perceived and meditated upon. When the Atman is seen, 
heard, perceived and known, all this is known’’ 1 . Then a question 
is raised as how is it that while the passage “ atmanastu kamdya 
unvam priyam bhavati (everything is dear for the pleasure of the 
self)’’ is referred to the JTva, the subsequent passage “when the 
■\iman is seen, heard, perceived and known, all this is known”, 
is to be maintained as referring to the Brahman ; and three different 
views are stated under the names of Asmarathya, Audulomi and 
Kilsakrtsna, the last representing the Siddhanta. Kasakrtsna opines 2 , 
iuvnrding to Sankaracarya, that because (the Highest Self) exists 
in the condition, ‘ avasthiteh ’ (of the individual soul); i.e. because 
die Highest Self only is that which appears as the individual soul. 
Vrording to Ramanujacarya and Nimbarkacarya, however, the 
word avasthiteh means ‘on account of (Brahman' s) abiding (within 
ilir individual soul)’, i.e. the words denoting the JTva are applied 
lo Brahman, because Brahman abides as its self within the 
individual soul, which thus constitutes Brahman's body. Thus, 
Miimanujacarya refers to the Antaryamin, ‘the ruler within’, 
implying a difference between Brahman and JTva 3 . 

The sutra contains only one word in the ablative case. It can, 
til Ivsl, serve as an additional probans for the assertion in the 
I'trvious sutra or the main sutra of the Adhikarana. It has to 

l 'I 'll 3^ MMHIM 4kO IM’MI HMItf MMHlM MlfO WTl VMM 1 ...31ICHI 

*ll v| 5|M I m Hr^l 

I'KII'W 55 . (Brha. Up. 2-4-5). 

+l5lfrW: I (BS. 1-4-23). 

^ M i p. 66. 
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express a continuity of argument from the previous sutra. All this 
is not possible here, since it is considered as the opening sutra 
of an Adhikarana. It has been observed more than once earlier 
that in the absence of any predicate in the opening sutra of an 
Adhikarana , the commentators will be free to choose any topic 
of their liking for discussion. Moreover, the literal meaning of the 
only word in the sutra is that, “on account of the purport of the 
sentences”. It is so vague that any topic in the scriptures can be 
discussed under it. There is no clue in the sutra to suggest that 
the Sutrakara intends to discuss Yajnavalkya’s discourse to his 
wife MaitreyT. Therefore, apart from the erudite discussion or 
merits and demerits of it, how can one accept this as a convincing 
interpretation of the sutra ? 

Moreover incidentally, Sankaracarya’s interpretation ol 
Yajhavalkya’s discourse to MaitreyT does not seem to be 
convincing. MaitreyT desires to know the means of immortality 1 
i.e. the knowledge of Brahman. In reply, the sage tells her, 
according to Sankaracarya that, “it is not for the sake of the 
husband that wife loves him, but for her own sake she loves him''. 
In that paragraph, there are ten such statements where the sage 
tells “for her sake wife loves husband, for his sake the father 
loves sons, and so on”. Then he suddenly says that Atman is lit 
be seen, heard, perceived and meditated upon. If one says that 
“this is what A does, this is what B does,—, this is what J does”, 
and then says ‘Z’ should be understood”, then these statemenlii 
would be semantically incompatible and inconsistent. If the sagi' 
wanted to say as understood by Sankaracarya, the sage could have 
said, “ jdyaydh kdmdya patih priyo hhavati , patyuh kdmdya jiiytl 
priya hhavati, pituh kdmdya pul rah priyah bhavanti , and so on” 
But the sage has used the phrase ' dtmanastu kdmdya' in hi* 
statements and then has said that the Atman is to be seen, henn! 

I Hi gtarq 4^41 £wie' f*ri hh i ^ iphffl t 

(Brha. Up. 2-4-3). 
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rlc. He has used the word Atman throughout. We have seen earlier 
in Dyubhvadhikarana that the term 'Atman' stands for the Supreme 
Brahman i.e. Paramatman. Therefore, there is another view that 
the sage is driving at the fact that all worldly relations and behaviour 
me as per the will of Paramatman and then he is telling that such 
I’aramdtman should be seen, heard, perceived and meditated 
upon. 

(Gurudeva) R. D. Ranade has expressed the same view 1 : 
'God-love must be regarded as the only bond of union between 
•lily two relatives and friends. This reminds us of the famous 
iloctrine of Leibnitz in his Monodology that monads which are 
nil important have no direct relationship with one another except 
through the central monad and that the only relationship that can 
subsist between any two monads is the indirect relation through 
i iod. God, thus, becomes the viniculum substantiate. God according 
in I cibnitz is the monas monadum and all the monads are bound 
in ibis central monad by the bond of substantiality. Similarly 
in fording to Tulsi Das, God is the bond of subsistence between 
mo relatives or friends. 

This is also otherwise expressed in an Upanisad, which tells 
ns (hat the spokes of a wheel are connected with each other not 
•lliivlly but only through the central hub, which is God. Also we 
• mi easily recall the famous Upanisadic utterance na va are 
1 . 1 / vaxya kamaya sarvam priyam bhavati dtmanastu kdmaya 
him am priyam bhavati. The mother should be dear to us not for 
lu'i own sake but through God. Everything not for its own sake 
lull only through God”. 

Hie Sutrakdra explains further in the next sutra how the 
ilunsion of Vedic words for mundane activities finally leads 
urn aids the knowledge of Brahman. 


i 1‘itihway to God in Hindi Literature” by R. D. Ranade (1954) p. 62-63 
iMNK I. p. 301). 
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II # II (1-4-21) 

^TtBI^RRT Rfafflfats 

Hld^lldl^tldStMt^t ^Hi ^FTjjJRc^ lc^- 'Jld'fc (st^J^IMI^) 

*Hdld fR STRJR^TT H«-<td I 

In the opinion of Asmarathya, the denotation of mundane 
things by the scriptural words is a means of proving ( litigant) 
the declaration (pratijna ) that there are no other ways for 
salvation except the knowledge (of Brahman) and thus conveys 
Brahman only (in the end). In other words, the scriptural words 
in their worldly sense describe the scope and limitations of pursuing 
the path of sacrifices etc. and create a sense of aversion ( vairagya) 
in the seeker towards the worldly pursuits and disclose the necessity 
of acquiring the knowledge of Brahman. 

The Sutrakara explains in another way in the next siitra how 
the diversion of Vedic words for worldly transaction finally leads 
towards the knowledge of Brahman. 

II qc( HMlRc%<£lfa: ■$> II 

(1-4-22) 

Audulomi holds that the denotation of worldly things In 
the scriptural words is for the sake of the knowledge ol 
Brahman, because, for those desirous of liberation, thf 
performance of religious rites thus becomes necessary in ordet 
to get the knowledge of Brahman. The idea is that the performano 
of the prescribed religious rites cleanses the mind of the seekri 
and renders it able and ready to acquire the knowledge of Brahnum 
The scriptural words with their worldly meanings facilitate tin 
performance of religious rites and thus help the seeker to get tin 
knowledge of Brahman. 
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The Sutrakara explains from another standpoint in the next 
\utra how the diversion of Vedic words for worldly activities 
helps to know Brahman. 

II 3& 3=0 II (1-4-23) 

iai^c=(H. ?TcT 4n^r^f: I 

Kasakrtsna holds that, since the whole world of rites, deities 
mid other things exist ( avasthiteh ) in Brahman as their 
substratum, in order to make one understand that Brahman 
Is the support {adhara) for everything, the scriptural words 
nninote the supported (adheya) world. 

II 3=o 3=o II 

(1-4-24) 

I ^ dWTH 3TT*I- 

Ufo” ?Trf SlfcIfT “W TO: PT^TRf: U*J*WU||: 3TPT- 

l"ttTFH ^dlM dIHIM” ?Tcf ttiKd : ?lcT 
'1'1'lHKIdJ 

The words ‘tat tu are continued. The (feminine) words like 
I'mkrti etc. connote Brahman only, in keeping with the 
M ilptural statement, “Oh! all the names signify this MAN 
\Vnramdtman) only'’ and the subsequent elucidating 
Illustration, “just as all the rivers destined to reach the sea 
dim towards it and enter it; likewise, all names find their 
luinilment in Brahman'". 

I hc term ‘ Prakrti' has already been shown to convey Brahman 
hi \nira 1-4-1. It was considered in the sense of a principle in 

■ <••'! "7TO fiyiiauii: ngsB- 

1'il'isiPa bibim rrafivi 554 1 <m. bsb. 1-4-24) 

1 I 1 NK I. p. 304) 
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the series Purusa Avyakta , Mahat , Buddhi etc. But here, the word 
Prakrti stands as a representative of feminine words like Strl , 
Yoni etc. (by upalakscma). The doubt here is how can such feminine 
words be used to connote Brahman when there is a saying that 
“no one describes this Paramdtman by feminine words’’ 1 . The 
sutra refutes this contention, and says that in conformity with the 
authoritative assertion that all names signify Brahman and the 
illustration of all rivers entering the sea, the feminine words also 
can denote Brahman. The word ‘ ca ’ in the sutra indicates that 
Brahman can be referred to by both the feminine and masculine 
words because Brahman brings forth the world in both the senses 
without any difficulty 2 . Paramdtman created the world from His 
own Self, at will, which (world) was swallowed by Him earlier, 
just like the parents (giving birth to a child) and the spidei 
(projecting the web) 3 . 

The interpretation of this sutra according to Sahkaracarya is 
that 4 , “Brahman is not only the operative cause (nimitta karanam) 
of the world, but the material cause (upadana karanam ) as well, 
because this view is in accordance with the assertion (pratijnil) 
and the illustration ( drstanta )”. The assertion referred to here is 
that 5 , “by knowing one ( Brahman ) everything else, though 
unknown, becomes known”. 

The illustration quoted here is that 6 , “just as through a single 
clod of clay, all that is made of clay would become known” 
However, on the basis of this assertion and the illustration from 
Chandogyopanisad, one can know all that is made of clay hy 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


'W 4ini Iwl ij'f'ij (TP. 1-4-24). 

UyPtMIH I (TDK. 1-4-24). 

31^0 I SRTlf ^ II (TC. II. p. IW 

K^TH^IWI<H4)K«i =4 HIHTHHVi I r J*t 

1? ninfrcEFa) ^ifii <s. bsb. 1 - 4 - 23 ). 

rauRrin t^tth 1 (S. bsb. 1 - 4 - 23 ). 

<#! (S. BSB. 1-4-23), 
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knowing a single clod of clay, but how can he know the potter? 1 
Anyway, as per this interpretation, Brahman is Prakrti as well. 

Earlier we have seen that the words like AkciSa 2 , Jyoti \ 
Vaisvanara 4 connote Brahman. Aitareya Aranyaka states that the 
names of Rsis such as Satarcin, Madhyama, Grtsamada, Visvamitra, 
Vamadeva, Atri, Bharadvaja, Vasistha etc. all denote Brahman 
only and it gives the etymological interpretation 5 of these words 
lo show how they convey Brahman , in their primary sense. These 
words are borrowed and used in the common parlance (Samakarsat 
11. S. 1-4-16), to denote the respective Rsis, just as the words king 
and queen are used to denote some playing cards. Now, when the 
w lira (1-4-24) states that the term Prakrti connotes Brahman in 
its primary etymological sense, the interpretation of Sahkaracarya 
is in the converse sense that Brahman is Prakrti, the material 
cause of the world, as it is generally understood. On the same 
analogy, we have to say that Brahman is Akdsa, Jyoti, Vaisvanara, 
Hharadvaja, Vasistha and so on 6 . It is as good as saying that king 
and queen are ‘playing-cards’. This is not convincing. Of course, 
the proposition that Brahman is everything, fits in the doctrine 
i'l Vivartavadd 1 , advocated by Sahkaracarya, according to which 
the world is a phenomenal appearance superimposed on nirguna 
llraltman, just as a snake is seen in place of a rope. But in this 
doctrine, there is no scope for material cause and operative cause, 
which are the considerations in the doctrine of parinamavada. 

The rope is not said to be the material cause of the illusory 
.iiiikc. From the standpoint of Vivartavada, the correct knowledge 

i Hfiiwjf redraft i (Tc. n. p. 193). 

»ll4.ttiwi$ftlci. I (BS. 1-1-22). 

• .qnaaKanfiwHitij (bs. 1-1-24). 

• 4UW nrn«l5l«<W4NklJ (BS. 1-2-24). 

'HM-WdHJ (A.A. 2-2-2). 

4.151?^ <^IMM<c4IMMU I (TC. II. p. 193). 

M-i 351 ^5 HHlfet RiSR I 351 mv iP*)*£ 3T 3fl3 HIHiHJI (Sankaracarya) 
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of the substratum sublates the superimposed object. But then all 
that is made of clay is not superimposed on the clod of clay. Even 
when clay and clayness come to be known, they do not bring 
about the disappearance of the products of clay” 1 . 

Moreover, in his introductory remarks to this Pdda, 
Sankaracarya observes that this Pdda proceeds to prove the absence 
of scriptural recognition for the Sarikhya Pradhdna or Prakrti. 
But, here the interpretation of this Adhikarana does not conform 
to the opening remarks. V. S. Ghate opines that 2 , “ Sankara is. 
no doubt, inconsistent with himself in not referring about half ol 
the Pada to the refutation of the Sarikhya doctrine, though in 
introducing the Pdda he remarks that this Pdda has for its special 
aim, the demonstration that certain words and passages claimed 
by the Sarikhya as supporting their doctrine can really speaking 
only refer to certain things connected with the Vedanta doctrine’ ’. 

The interpretation of Ramanujacarya is on the same lines 
that 3 . "{Brahman) is the material cause also, (on account of this 
view alone) not being contradictory to the proposition and 
illustrations (cited in the Sruli)”. The assertion [pratijna ) and 
illustration (< drstdnta ) quoted by Ramanujacarya are the same’ 
ones from Chandogyopanisad 'as cited by Sankaracarya. But here, 
the Purvapaksin holds that Brahman is only the operative cause, 
but not the material cause of the world, and therefore, one has 
to infer the existence of Pradhdna , which serves as the material 
cause, though not clearly declared in the scriptures. This sutra in 
said to refute the above contention. It is seen here that. 
Ramanujacarya sticks to the declared position of refuting the 
doctrine of Sarikhya Pradhdna throughout the Pdda. On the 
strength of this sutra Ramanujacarya holds that Brahman is both 

drdlMWId, I RTS I (TC. II. p. I'M. 

(BNK. I. p. 310). 

2 VSG. p. 67. 

3 SribhSsya- SV 1-4-23. 
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the operative and material cause of the universe. Ramanujacarya 
lui (her propounds that 1 Brahman has for Its body the whole world 
of sentient and insentient things in both the modes, one evolved 
*is names and forms and the other as unevolved ( avyakta ), and 
Brahman is present all the time, in and through everything, (evolved 
.inti unevolved). The manifest world of names and forms is said 
it* he the manifold effect ( kdrya) and the unmanifest state is the 
i mise, one without a second. Thus, according to Ramanujacarya, 
what changes from subtle to gross state is the insentient factor 
I'mkrti, which has no separate existence apart from Brahman, and 
llie sentient factor, Brahmacaitanya does not undergo change and 
tines not transform itself into the world of matter. 

Apart from the merits and demerits of such ontological 
diK lrines, the point here is whether such a discussion is intended 
I'V the Sutrakara in this Samanvayadhydya. The difficulties in 
m eepting this line of interpretation that Brahman is Prakrti as 
well, have been mentioned earlier above. 

The proof given by this sutra is of a general nature that, 
since all the names signify Brahman, the feminine words 
like Prakrti connote Brahman. The next siitra provides another 
• \ulence to show how Prakrti denotes Brahman, based on 
liiiilition ( riidhi). 

II & # II (1-4-25) 

t|*|,fa: sfite WT: 3TPT*MT: 4^1 Id, 

Prakrti connotes Brahman only, on account of Brahman's 
will being referred to (by scriptures) as Prakrti and on account 
•if Brahman being described as volition personified. 

i i i'iN<^3F35iftenti rrafcroi it 351 

>I(IM>:4HJ q^l l%*rasiIW , T 3^1 1 

•Kl 'i+HtedW iBRvrwi =qi (Sribhasya 1-4-23). 
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The scriptures refer 1 to Brahman's will as Prakrti, Maya, 
Mahdmdya , Avidyd , Nivali , Mohini and Vdsand. They also tell 
that Paramdtman and His volition, impulsion, wisdom, bliss etc. 
are all one and the same 2 3 . Therefore, the term Prakrti can be 
considered as connoting Brahman. In support of his contention, 
Madhvacarya quotes a verse from Brahmandapurana. It says; 
“though He ( Paramdtman ) is fit to be meditated upon He is 
likened to be the meditator; though He is happiness personified 
He is said to be happy; because of His omnipotence He is addressed 
by words having divergent meanings like one conveying the 
possessor of an attribute ( dharmT ) and the other denoting the 
attribute ( dharma ) itself’ 1 . 

In addition to the general proof in the last sutra and the 
evidence based on tradition in this sutra, the Sutrakdra states in 
the next siitra that Paramdtman has been directly addressed as 
Stri, Prakrti etc. in Sruti. 

II to II (1-4-26) 

^ ^4 I £rT 

^ srreTRTcIJ 

'Ca' here means ‘only’. The terms Prakrti etc. connote 
Brahman only, on account of the direct mention of Brahman 
in Sruti (sacred texts), by both the types of words, one Prakrti 
etc. expressive of female principle and the other Purusa etc. 
expressive of male principle, without taking recourse to the 
general and traditional practices. 

1 (a) Hi4i 9 H'jiid wi*. § rtiiWHJ (Sveta. Up. 4 - 10), (b) H 54 Hi*tki 

PwidutitHlkl =4 I 99^59^9 9^49 I ?I9 99919^ 9^ 399V3n 0,4 

3^99 1 (M. BSB. 1-4-25). 

2 "trtsiiiw n 359= 9 9 3999*:" # 39: 399WN wvw i 

(M. BSB. 1-4-25). 

3 "W9T9 V4m*.M)S9T ^ ^<49^ 1 4 9 I WMWdtImd II" # Wgm i 

(M. BSB. 1-4-25). 
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In the first siitra of this Adhikarana, the Siitrakdra asserts that 
the terms like Prakrti , expressing female principle, convey 
Brahman, on the basis of a general testimony that all names 
signify Brahman only. In the second siitra, he adduces an evidence 
of traditional usage of the term Prakrti for Brahman's volition 
and Brahman's description as volition personified. Here, in this 
siitra , the Siitrakdra offers a direct evidence of Sruti where 
Brahman is referred to by both types of terms, feminine and 
masculine. As an example of this proof, Madhvacarya quotes a 
mantra from Paihgi Sruti in which Brahman is described as Stri 
(woman), Purusa (man), Prakrti (nature or source material), Atman 
(supreme soul). Brahman, world, light, Hari, beginning of the 
world, beginningless, endless, end of the world, greater than the 
greatest and universe personified 1 . 

Not only by convention ( rudhi) but even by etymology (yoga) 
(lie word Prakrti denotes Brahman, as shown by the next siitra. 

II & hRuiiHi^ II (1-4-27) 

hRuiwikw wft 2 1 gftr sigsjra^ wm wm a* 

ffcjc^T c1cW< g IN M$d: 3U 1 

The term parindmat in the ablative, is in the sense of 
'parindmam vidhdya' i.e. having modified. 

Brahman is called Prakrti, because Brahman, having 
entered into and modified (the insentient principle) Prakrti 
(from the subtle to the grosser states), assumes many forms 
of Its own in order to impel them (the grosser states) by 
iihiding in them. (According to Madhvacarya) it is possible 

i ^ 4) ^ gw gg ^ rn? sk: 

stir): 3HIT^: Wf: TO? HWI: I 

(M. BSB. 1-4-26). 

' ^ I (Panini 1-4-31 Vartika). (Sec footnote under siitra 

1-4-10). 
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to have the etymological interpretation of the term Prakrti as 
the One whose creative activity (krti) is indeed stupendous 
(pra-krsta). 

Having shown Ihe scriptural convention of using terms 
expressive of female principle like Prakrti, StrT etc. for Brahman 
in the previous sutra, the Sutrakara points out here in this siitra, 
the denotative basis and significance of such terms applied to 
Brahman. 

Based on scriptures, Madhvacarya holds that: “ Jada-Prakrti 
(matter) cannot evolve of its own accord, because of its dependent 
position. It is very necessary that Brahman should educe the 
development of Prakrti from within, by inner impulsion. This 
presupposes the entry of Brahman into Prakrti ab initio. The 
subsequent stages of Prakrtic evolution are equally dependent on 

the impulsion given by Brahman at every stage. Brahman 

assumes as many manifestations of Its own form as It deems 
necessary, according to the evolutionary states of matter to sustain 
them from within” 1 2 . 

|| $o qtRSJ % & || (1-4-28) 

w vfkT:” J # 9 $\ 

Since Brahman is described as Yoni etc. i.e. That which 
creates from Its own Self, in scriptural statements like “That 
Which the wise ones perceive as the creator (source) of all that 
exists”, the terms Prakrti etc. connote Brahman only. 

The doubt here is that though in the preceding sutra it has 
been shown that the terms like Prakrti etc. can be applied to 
Brahman on the denotative basis ( pravritinimitta ) by interpreting 
Prakrti as the one whose creative activity ( krti ) is stupendous 


1 BNK. I. p. 305. 

2 Mund. Up. 1-1-6. 
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( prakrsta ), this however, does not necessarily imply Brahman's 
creativity directly from Its own Self without the intervention of 
something else, which is the characteristic of female principle. 
The sutra clarifies that since Brahman is said to be the yoni. 
Brahman has the capability to create directly without the 
intervention of anything. In support of this contention, 
Madhvacarya quotes two verses from Brahmandapurana'. “The 
wise ones say that creating with the intervention of someone else 
is the characteristic of male principle and bringing forth directly 
without the intervention of anybody else is the characteristic of 
female principle ( prakrtitva ). The Supreme Being, the Parama 
1‘urusa having both the characteristics of directly bringing forth 
and indirectly bringing forth (through Jada-Prakrti ) is spoken of 
as both the female ( Prakrti ) and male ( Purusa ) principles and 
therefore denoted by words expressive of both genders”. 


The word ‘ ca' in the sutra indicates that the term Prakrti 
stands for other feminine words like stri etc. by the implication 
of the analogous (upalaksana) 2 . The prohibition to use feminine 
words for Brahman in the saying, “no one describes this 
Paramatman by feminine words”, purports that Brahman is not 
to be understood and meditated upon as a woman alone, (and 
subservient to someone else) 3 . 

II $ ^ cqpcqicTT ^WTTcTT: # || 

(1-4-29) 


wi era iitrr # 

'■'WTIdl: MldMlRdl: I I 


(M. BSB. 1-4-28). 

• =<t: I (TDK. 1-4-28). 

i "JW rent (a) I (TP. 1-4-28). 

lb) Fravqrg JMIHHlPt^VW | (VVM. M-28). 
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With this group of principles of interpretation mentioned 
earlier, all the words including the (exceptional) words like 
Siinya (void), Asat (non-existent) etc. stand established as 
connotative of Brahman only in their primary sense. The term 
* vyakhydtah ’ in the siitra, has been repeated in order to 
emphasize that all the propositions mentioned earlier are 
proved. 

This being the concluding .ultra of this Samanvayadhaya. the 
Sutrakara perorates, that he started with the proposition that the 
Brahman to be inquired into, who is the Originator etc. of the 
world, can be known only through scriptures, by properly 
interpreting them and knowing that all words therein convey 
Brahman only in their highest primary sense, that proposition 
stands established. 

In this fourth Pada , the Sutrakara has considered words, 
which exclusively convey something other than Brahman and arc 
difficult to be shown to connote Brahman by ordinary canons of 
interpretation. He has devised here some special techniques to 
interpret these Anyatraivaprasiddha words. For example, the terms 
like duhkhl (miserable) and baddha (bound) were shown to convey 
Brahman on account of Brahman's presence behind them as the 
controlling principle (Tadadhmatvadarthavat). However, in spite 
of such devices, there still remain some words like Siinya (void), 
Asat (non-existent), Abhava (non-existence), Tuccha (worthless) 
etc. which do not have a positive referent and have a sense of total 
negation. If such terms are applied to Brahman on their denotative 
basis (pravrttinimitta), as they are understood in ordinary language, 
it will lead to absurdity and reduce Brahman to a nullity. If they 
are not shown to convey Brahman , then the starting proposition 
that all scriptural words convey Brahman in their primary sense, 
stands disproved. To overcome this dilemma, Madhvacarya has 
shown, on the strength of scriptures', that even these words are 

I ^ Spi: ^ ^ ^ 3lt49)S|-q.-c<il M'JviW I 

fin I <M. BSB. 1-4-29). 



IMS 1-1-291 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 


247 


iipplicd to Brahman, not in the sense in which they are ordinarily 
understood, but in their esoteric etymological senses. He has also 
shown how these words are interpreted in Mahakunnapurana 
hwndtman is called Siinya, since He reduces the happiness of 
the wicked; Tuccha because He brings misery to the unrightous, 
ii'inaining hidden from them; Abhava because He cannot be fully 
comprehended by anyone else; Ndsa because He cannot be 
i ousumed by others. 


Therefore, the Sutrakdra claims in this sutra that all the 
words in Vedas, should be understood to have been established 
ns applicable to Brahman. 

According to Sahkaracarya this sutra asserts that 2 , “with this 
liioup of various methods used for refuting the claim of Sahkhya 
I'nnlhdna to be the independent cause of the world, all other 
doctrines concerning the origin of the world, such as the atomic 
ilirory. also stand refuted.” Thus, in this concluding sutra of this 
\ilhvdya, Sahkaracarya has admitted that throughout this adhyaya. 
In- lias put in all his efforts 3 to refute the Sankhya theory of 
1'iiulhdna as the independent cause of creation. But it appears 
doubtful whether the Sutrakdra intended only this much. Having 
iniioduced the subject matter of the work in the opening sutra, 
■i*. an inquiry into Brahman, the Sutrakdra defines Brahman in 
ilte second siitra as the One who is the author of creation et cetera. 
thus, creation is one of the distinguishing characteristics of 
liniliman. Since That entity, whatever it may be, which has the 
i liai acteristics of creation etc., is called Brahman, and the nature 
iiiul attributes of that Brahman are proposed to be discussed in 


I 


1 


«l'{d fra 3^ II 

•I'l 4ra%j qtrq: : I sratsvng 4IVMIvllfl I 


(M USB. 1-4-29). 

'1,44 flW aWI^+H.'JMKI <RJK."4ldl 

I (S. BSB. 1-4-28). 
q? n^tstfjq ffl: I (S. BSB. 1 -4-28). 
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the first Adhyaya, by proper interpretation of the scriptures, there 
appears no room here to doubt whether Brahman is the cause of 
creation or whether Sankhya Pradhana could be the cause of 
creation. Of course, the Sutrakdra is aware of the existence of 
other ontological doctrines like Pradhanakaranavada , 
Paramanukaranavada , Sunyavada , etc. and he is going to refute 
them in the second pdda (known as Samayapada ), of the second 
Adhyaya (Avirodhadhydya)'. Therefore, Sahkaracarya’s attempt 
to extend his arguments used for refuting Pradhanakaranavada , 
which themselves are on doubtful grounds, to other doctrines like 
Paramanukaranavada etc., (i.e. atidesa ), in this concluding sutra 
appears far fetched and hence unconvincing. The term ‘ sarve ’ in 
the concluding sutra should have been taken to refer to things 
discussed in the Adhyaya itself and not to other doctrines like 
Paramanukaranavada. The interpretation of the word ‘ vyakhyatah' 
as ‘refuted’ ( pratisiddhataya vydkhydtdh) is also not satisfactory I 2 . 

According to Ramanujacarya, the sutra tells that “by this i.c, 
by the arguments hither to given in the four Padas, all the Vedanta 
texts propounding the cause of the world are explained as 
propounding the omniscient, omnipotent Brahman different from 
the animate and inanimate (world)” 3 . However, in addition to the 
cause of creation, the sutrakdra has discussed in this Adhyaya , 
many more things about the nature and characteristics of Brahman. 

•fr ☆ ☆ 


I (TC. II. p. 196). 

<*U?4ldl RWFdT * FTOT: I (TC. II. p. 196). 

3 H=W<k^ vHUH»KU | mR | MK»W I: flW 41<wwihll- 

V^dd l ^ddfirtl3» l u4jW<fc lcqRcqRfl: | (Snbhisya- SV. 1-4-29) 



Chapter VII 

Introduction to Adhyaya II 

In the first Adhyaya i.e. Samanvayadhyaya, the Sutrakara 
u'commends an enquiry into i.e. a study of the nature and attributes 
ol Brahman, the Supreme Being in order to get freedom from the 
cycle of births and deaths and to obtain the state of pure bliss i.e. 
Mokxa. Then he defines that Brahman as the source of eight-fold 
dispensation, creation etc., of this insentient and sentient world, 
further, he asserts that the Brahman can be known only through 
Scriptures, by proper interpretation of scriptural texts. In the rest 
ul the adhyaya, the Siitrakdra illustrates how certain selected 
icpresentative words and phrases from Sruti, in their highest 
pi unary sense, disclose some facets of the majesty of Brahman. 

I Ir thus, indicates that all the scriptural words are expressive of 
Brahman. This whole edifice of arguments is based on the concept 
ol Brahman as the source of all the eight-fold dispensation of 
matter and souls. But, there could be some objections or 

• untradictions ( virodha ) to this concept of Brahman itself, and 

II lore are many. Therefore, this definition of Brahman would be 
it mere hypothesis, unless and until all possible objections and 

• niilradictions to it are convincingly refuted. That is exactly what 
die Sutrakara proceeds to accomplish in this second adhyaya, 
uppropriately named as Avirodhadhyaya. 

The broad arrangement of Padas in this Adhyaya according 
in the three commentators is more or less on similar lines as 
IhIIows. 

According to Sankaracarya, ‘ ‘the first part (i.e. Pada) is devoted 
in show that there is no contradiction between the conclusions of 
ihc first chapter (i.e. Adhyaya) and the statements of certain 
Snirtis-, the second part shows that opinions about Pradhdna and 
i'IIuts are based on defective reasoning; the third and fourth parts 
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show that the Sruti passages do not contradict one another when 
they deal with cosmology, individual soul and the sense organs” 1 . 

Ramanujacarya holds that, "Pada i repulses possible 
objections against the Sutrakdra' s own view of Brahman as the 
world cause. Pada ii lays bare the defects to be found in the 
conception of the originating cause of the world as entertained 
by various systems of philosophy which are hostile to 
Badarayana’s. Padas iii and iv disarm objections which are likely 
to be raised in respect of the nature and modes of the Karya or 
the world of Cit and Acit produced by Brahman as described in 
the Srutis" 2 . 

Madhvacarya finds that the objections based on pure reasonings 
are considered in first Pada. In the second, various competing 
schools of Indian philosophy established by individual thinkers 
and their followers, are refuted. Apparent contradictions in the 
Srutis themselves are dealt with and cleared in the third Pada 
At the same time, the Sutrakdra states the Vedic concepts o! 
creation of the world of matter and souls as well. In the fourth 
Pada he deals with the internal conflicts of Srutis supported by 
reasoning furnished by other Srutis and authoritative statements 


ir ir 



Chapter VIII 
Adhyaya II, Pada I 

SRW: I) 

( 2 - 1 - 1 ) 

“If it be said that there will result the defect of not 
allowing room for certain Smrtis (we say) not so, because there 
will result the defect of not allowing room for some 
oilier Smrtis”'. 

The scriptural texts known as Vedas (which include mantra , 
Hnlhmana, Aranyaka and Upanisad texts) form the floating 
intelligence, which has come down the ages by oral transmission, 
Irani time immemorial. The authorship of these texts cannot be 
attributed to any historical person. Though the texts themselves 
t ontain some names of sages like Visvamitra, Vamadeva, Vasistha 
as the seers of some mantras . they are all mythological characters, 
and they are said to have heard those mantras. Hence, these Vedas 
an* known as Srutis i.e. revelations. These are considered as 
Super-human (apauruseya) and an authority. 

On the contrary, Smrtis are scriptural texts composed by 
historically known thinkers having intuition about the truths they 
have written. These are many. Some Smrtis accept the authority 
til Vedas and others do not. But these authors are reputed to be 
knowledgeable and reliable persons, having no ill intention of 
deceiving the followers, i.e. they are trustworthy ( apta ). Hence, 
their words also have the sanctity of an evidence or authority 
i Vi ilxlaprdmdnya). 


i SKK. p. 333. 
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This sutra considers a situation when there is a contradiction 
between Smrti and Sruti. Sankaracarya takes the Smrti as the 
Sdhkhyasmrti and many other commentators follow suit. His 
purvapaksin argues that 1 , “it is not proper to say that the omniscient 
Brahman is the cause of the universe, because in that case Kapila’s 
Sdhkhya-smrti and the others ( Asuri and Pahcasikhasmrtis) 
following it become invalid, since they urge that the cause of the 
universe is the independent nonconscious Pradhdma. And it is 
regarded that the intuitive knowledge of sages like Kapila cannot 
be challenged”. The sutra refutes this contention 2 3 4 . If the authorship 
of Brahman as the cause of the world is objected to because it 
renders Sdhkhyasmrti invalid, then by the same argument, the 
other Smrtia, which support the authorship of Brahman will be 
rendered invalid, (in case, the contention of Sdhkhyasmrti is 
accepted). Moreover, according to Purvamlmdriisd \ when there 
is a conflict between Smrtia, those, which follow the Sruti are to 
be accepted and those which conflict with Sruti are to be 
disregarded" 1 . Ramanujacarya also has interpreted the sutra on 
these lines only. 

The Sutrakdra has used a general word 'Smrti ’ in the sutra 
Sankaracarya, however, has restricted the scope of the discussion 
to Sdhkhya Smrti only. The Sutrakdra is taking here a sweep 
against all the Smrtis, Vedantic or non-Vedantic, which contradict 
the concept of Brahman as the author of creation etc. He contends 
that if someone contradicts the authorship of Brahman on the 
strength of some Smrti which claims validity as an Aptavakya i.c 

1 : M+131I cF*TR c Ul 

4<nRM)di RtwRjjfOdi sRrrar cRtgrtrfi^: cn ^ rtfrt awwtr: w-wtH i 

dICt t? 44H t4d'*i I ^ pt»M| 

awlditd WTdl (S. BSB. 2-1-1). 

2 K at^lT tw>KUI4IK^ ; 

^•^4: 3WBKWI: (S. BSB. 2-1-1). 

3 I (P.MS. 1-3-3). 

4 mrhTdl =4 fd.dldlH. aW4+d^ 3t^Td<4R«d 3t-4dWrrqih =4 ^tgtTTRoqi 

5nrt= i is. bsb. 2 - 1 -I). 
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<111 utterance of a knowledgeable and trustworthy person, then 
11iciv are other Smrtis which also have the validity as an Aptavakya 
and which accept the authorship of Brahman. The refutation of 
•lui trines opposing the authorship of Brahman is being taken up 
line by one in the next Pada. 


According to the views of Madhvacarya, the interpretation of 
itir ultra reads as follows: 




fid 

•lld^ffcl^Td^dFi^dd+l^d ^Id^dldlHd 


If it be argued that since the Smrtis, Saiva ( Pasupata ), 
Sitiikhya, Kdnada etc. and Bauddha, Jaina etc., have no room 
I'M'cpt for what they stand for, these Smrtis composed by 
knowledgeable and credible persons, will be rendered invalid 
mid therefore the Srutis against these Smrtis are not valid, (we 
«nv) no, because in that case other Smrtis like Pancaratra etc. 
which are in accordance with the Srutis and have no room 
otherwise, would likewise have the defect of invalidity. 


In other words, the Purvapaksin stresses here on the point that 
mis having no known author / authors of their own, cannot 
■ him validity as an Aptavakya , while their Smrtis have such 
•iiiihcnticity. The Siddhantin counters that since there are some 
'minis, which are authentic as Aptavakya and which are in 
iil'ii-cment with Srutis, the defect of invalidity falls on those 
Whs also, which is equally unwelcome. Since the latter set of 
'oi/y/s is in the agreement with Sruti, the position stated in the 
'nun has greater force. 


Anticipating a further claim by the Purvapaksin that when the 
I'l'inTils promised by their Smrtis can be realized on the 
I'Hlormance of the rites prescribed by them, they should be 
untied as valid, the next sutra refutes the same. 
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H#cT ^ 1 ^yq^H^I ^M^Rld 

3TT^n ^Tci i 2 aqgq^: ScRnih, 

cTP5 fHMl3t>Wi 'KcSHT STc^^tsgq^I: rTRTTH, 
grfi^l 2 

‘ Anupalabdhi' means that (benefit) which is not perceptible 
or not realizable i.e. imperceptible (benefit). The term 
1 anupalabdhi ’ in the sutra is repeated and applied to both the 
clauses like the cron ’s eye. 4 

Since (even) the perceivable benefits promised by those 
Smrtis are not actually realizable, those are fit to be treated 
as unauthoritative and incredible. The word ca in the sutra 
accepts that a few benefits could be realizable. One cannot gel 
away saying that the non-realization of promised benefits could 
be due to defective performance of prescribed rites or inadequate 
qualifications of the performer and hence the validity of those 
Smrtis cannot be doubted. “It is only when the validity of a 
particular dgama has been established on independent grounds 
that cases of discrepancy of results may be otherwise explained 
as being due to deficiencies in the performance or inadequacy”'. 
Even if a promised benefit is realized in a rare case, it could be 
coincidental 6 . 


1 The compound * anupalabdhi * is in neuter form. In ablalive case, it should haw 
been 'anupalabdhinali *. Bui the word is treated as a masculine term and its 
ablative form 'anupalabdheh* is taken here, according to the sutra, 

I (Panini 7-1-74). 

2 BVD. 2-1-2. 

3 M. BSB. 2-1-2. 

4 A crow is supposed to have only one eyeball which it can move from one socket 
to the other as required. Similarly, a word or a phrase used once in a sentemr 
may serve two purposes. This maxim is known as k Kdkdksigolanyayu 
(SED. p. 305). 

(TC. III. p. 8). BNK 1. p. 331. 

6 spitfaj, *1414*4 1 (TC. Ill. p. 8). 
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According to Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya, the Sutra 
slates that the principles Mahal etc., other than the Pradhana and 
considered as resulting from Pradhana by the Sahkhya smrti ‘, 
me not perceived either in the Vedas or in ordinary experience. 
This interpretation cannot be accepted, since it is seen in an earlier 
ultra 1-4-12, that the principles Mahat etc. appear in the scriptures 2 . 

It may be argued that the Pdtahjalayogasmrti and other yoga 
disciplines cannot be treated as incredible since the benefits 
piomised therein can be realized if one practices the prescribed 
disciplines. The next sutra repudiates this assumption. 

II 3& # II (2-1-3) 

'lym J 4|J ltdH-4HN MlfdH. I 

The validity of yoga-smrtis (in respect of creatorship etc.) 
also stands refuted by the same reason mentioned in the 
previous sutra, that even the perceivable benefits promised by 
I he Smrtis are not all realizable within the reasonable time 3 . 

All the commentators agree on the purport of this sutra. 
Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya have, however, treated this 
ultra as a separate Adhikarana. Since the argument put up in the 
I'irvious sutra only is extended here, this sutra can safely be 
included in the previous Adhikarana. 

I d N^u|r^l|t| t b< u l*l s I 

II Idci^uiccll^^ cT^lcd ^ 36 II 

(2-1-4) 

Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya treat this sutra and the next 
wn sutras as one Adhikarana. They assume the whole of this 

' wniRdtriSi swiHnnunn^H +i?ndiPi n arn ^ ^ 

PHWRi I (S. BSB. 2-1-2). 

•i rrc. ill p. 9). 

' •lylifciwji+l q«ilTh+W ^ Hrlc'Wlilh I (TPD. 2-1-3). 
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sutra and the next one as the Purvapaksa from the Sankhya 
viewpoint. 

The exposition (vrtti) of this sutra, according to Sahkaracarya, 
is that: “( Brahman can) not (be the cause of the world) on account 
of difference of nature of this (the world) and its being such (i.e. 
different from Brahman ) (is known) from scripture” 1 . 

The established view ( siddhanta ) according to Sahkaracarya 
and Ramanujacarya is that the conscious Brahman is both the 
efficient and material cause of the world. The Purvapaksin objects 
this view through this sutra saying that there is a difference of 
nature between the cause, the Brahman, and the effect, the world. 
The world is insentient and impure. Brahman is conscious and 
pure. The relation as material cause and effect, is not seen between 
two things different in nature 2 . For example, gold ornaments arc* 
not made of earth and earthenware are not made of gold. Similarly, 
this world, which is insentient and comprises pleasure, pain and 
infatuation, can be the effect of a cause, which is insentient and 
comprises pleasure, pain and infatuation, but not of Brahman 
having different characteristics 3 . If it is argued that the world also 
could be treated as conscious and there is not much of a distinction 
between Brahman and the world, the difference in nature between 
the two ( tathatvarh ) is borne out by the Sruti (sahda ). The Sruti 
speaks of Brahman as manifesting itself in two forms, intelligent 
and non-intelligent ( vijhanam cdvijhanam ca. Tait. Up. 2-6). II 
it is said that there are passages in the Srutis such as 'the earlli 
spoke’, ‘the waters spoke’ etc., attributing intelligence to the 
elements, the Purvapaksin answers in the next sutra (2-1-5). 


1 SRK. p. 335. 

2 B =*1 MtWW'hKHl'il IS’- I (S. BSB. 2-1-4). 

3 cWT 

5ei 4 ?i i (S. bsb. 2 - 1 - 4 ). 
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“But the reference is to the presiding deities on account of 
(lie distinctive nature and relatedness” 1 . When the Sruti says ‘the 
I’ui th spoke’, ‘the waters spoke’ etc. the reference is to the presiding 
iloities of the elements controlling them, but not to the elements. 
Hills, the world being different in nature, Brahman cannot be its 
material cause 2 . This objection of Purvapaksin raised in the last 
iwo sutras, is being answered, according to Saiikaracarya and 
Unmanujacarya, in the next sutra (2-1-6). 

1 I 

“But (it) is seen” 1 . The word ‘but’ (tu) refutes the contention 
n| the Purvapaksin. The view, that a thing being different in 
nature from its cause cannot have it as its material cause, is not 
universally true. For, it is seen in the world that insentient things 
like hairs and nails are produced from sentient beings like men, 
•uni sentient beings like scorpions spring from insentient cow- 
ilimg. Whatever may be the counter-argument, one cannot deny 
iliat in both the above examples, there is a difference in the nature 
in'iween the cause and the effect. And it has to be so. Otherwise, 
il there were complete identity between the two, then there would 
in- no distinction between cause and effect. Saiikaracarya has 

• misidered three alternatives of difference in nature between 
lii'iltnum and the world, (i) Non-occurrence of all the characteristics 

• 'I Hnihman in the world. This is not expected. Without some 
ililhTcnce in characteristics between two things, there can be no 

• hum- and effect relation between the two. (ii) Non-occurrence of 
•my i liaracteristic of Brahman in the world. This is not acceptable 
>iiuv the characteristic of Brahman, called as existence (satta ) 
h MTii in the world too. (iii) Non-occurrence of the characteristic 
"I bring sentient. There is no example for the third hypothesis. 


• \I<K. p. 337. 

MliJ ^ itfuir^N 53 1 

i*. USB. 2-1-5). 
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The opponent cannot bring forth an example of a substance which 
is not pervaded by consciousness and which does not have Brahman 
as its material cause; for the (Advaita) Veddntin holds that Brahman 
is the material cause of all the substances in the world'. (This 
argument is not convincing. Sahkaracarya seems to be trying to 
refute the opponent’s contention on the strength of his very 
hypothesis which is questioned by the opponent). Thus, Brahman 
is the material cause of all the things in this world. Scripture 
supports this view. Sahkaracarya stretches the discussion further 
to. and advocates the doctrine of identity between individual souls 
and Brahman. Ramanujacarya also interprets the siltra on these 
lines only except the last discussion about identity of Brahman 
and individual souls. All the commentators except Madhvacarya 
agree 2 on the purport of this Adhikarana, that despite the difference 
in characteristics. Brahman can be the cause of the world 3 . 

However, this interpretation and the ensuing erudite discussion 
appear farfetched on account of the following observations. 

(1) Uptill now we have seen a variety of sutras. In some silt rax, 
an established view ( Siddhdnta ) is stated, and it is supported by 
a probans, e.g. 4 Anandamayo'bhyasdt (BS. 1-1-12)’ oi 
' Dyubhvddyayatanam svasabddt (BS. 1-3-1)’. Here, a suitable 
objection ( Pur\>apaksa) is to be constructed. In some sutras, there 
is only an additional probans or an illustration in support of a view 
already established e.g. ‘ Muktopasrpyavyapadesat (1-3-2)' 

4 Camasavadavisesdt (1-4-9)!. Some state only a probans, where 
both the Siddhdnta and the Purvapaksa are to be composed III 
keeping with the words in the probans, e.g. l Kampanat (B.H 
1-3-39)’, 4 Patyadisabdebhyah (1-3-43)’. Pilrvapaksa is clearly 
stated and refuted in some sutras, e.g. ‘ vikarasahddnneti cenm 


I# J'tlfeild, (S. BSB. 2-l-ftl 

2 VSG. p. 69. 

3 eHMiMrt'ii'Mt-Nim -d'Ki) d« iI39hw*iJ (Sr7bhasy:i 2-1-6). 
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prdcuryat (B. S. 1-1-13)’. But nowhere have we seen an entire 
ultra dedicated for Purvapaksa. The Kalpasutras and the s Citrus 
ofPanini have no separate Purvapaksa sutras'. Hence, it is doubtful 
whether the Sutrakdra has stated a Purvapaksa only in sutras 
2-1-4 and 2-1-5, as assumed by Sankaracarya and followed suit 
by others. 

(2) For such an elaborate Purvapaksa running over two sutras as 
assumed, the Sutrakdra' s reply is a simple ‘/w’ (but), in the sutra 
tlrsyate tii . It is difficult to accept this sutra as a clinching 
argument to silence a strong Purvapaksa. Earlier also, the Sutrakdra 
has used such sutras like ‘ darsayati ca (1-4-1)’ ‘ api smaryate 

II 3-23)’, ‘ smrtesca (1-2-6)’, not as the principal argument but 
as a collateral evidence to confirm what is already proved. 

i t) The whole attempt in the discussion here is to refute the 
proposition of the Purvapaksin in the opening sutra (BS. 2-1-4) 
ilmt “ Brahman cannot be the material cause of the world”. But 
iln* proposition is based on a single term ‘ na ’ (not) in the sutra 
and all other terms in the sentence are supplied by the commentator. 
\ similar attempt is observed in Sankaracarya’s interpretation of 
ultra 1-1-5. 

I II According to Sahkaracarya, “in the first chapter (i.e. Adhyaya) 
di'iiling with the concordance or harmony of texts, it is established 
dial the omniscient Lord of all, is the material and efficient cause 
"I (lie universe. He is the Self of all. The Sankhya view that 
I'luillidna is the cause of the universe is shown to be lacking in 
Miiptural authority” 2 . In the previous Adhikarana also, 
Smikaracarya has discussed the same topic of Sankhya Pradhana. 
II the same topic is discussed here too, then it amounts to repetition 
'•I die same thing again and again. 


1 HNK. I. p. 350. 

wiM'A-qi^ 4cMM4>nv i 

mi-ii Twm+.K<jf nranfta nmun: n ^ ^ 

in- fttifcii: i 

i'* liSB. Introduction to Adhyaya 2) SRK p. 333. 
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(5) Here, the Purvapaksin is arguing his case that Brahman cannot 
be the material cause of the world because of diversity of nature 
between cause and effect. Brahman being sentient, the world is 
found to be comprising both sentient and insentient things. To 
prove this nature of the world, he is supposed to be quoting Sruti , 
which speaks of Brahman as manifesting itself in two forms, 
intelligent and non-intelligent. The Sruti quoted to prove the 
nature of the world as comprising sentient and insentient things, 
also confirms Brahman as the cause of the world, which the 
Pur\>apaksin is trying to refute. It is true that in such dialectic 
works, the Siddhantin always outwits the Purvapaksin. But the 
Purvapaksin is not expected to be so simple as to quote such 
evidence, hostile to himself. 

(6) Moreover, the Siddhanta-v iew discussed with reference to the 
concepts of cause and effect, efficient cause and material cause 
etc., forms a part of Parinamavada and it has little relevance in 
Vivartavada. V. S. Ghate observes 1 : “It is to be noticed that this 
Adhikarana rests upon the doctrine of parinama and the instances 
quoted in commenting on star a 6 by all including Sankara are 
such as lend support to parinama-, and none implies the idea ol 
vivarta" 

Thus, the above interpretation of the siitra and the ensuing 
discussion are unconvincing. Therefore, Madhvacarya has taken 
a fresh view of the siitra in keeping with the continuity of thoughts 
from the preceding Adhikarana. The Sutrakdra has considered in 

the previous Adhikarana, two sets of scriptural texts. One comprises 

/ / 

Srutis, and Smrtis which concur with Sruti s and derive theii 
authority from them. The other set comprises Smrtis, which 
disagree with Srutis and have their own doctrines. The first set 
unanimously holds that Brahman is the source of creation etc. The 
Smrtis in the second set have their own independent doctrine*, 
about the creation. All these doctrines in respect of the cause ol 


1 VSG. p. 70. 
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ihe world, cannot be verified either by direct perception (pratyaksa ) 
or by inference ( anumana ). Such a doctrine has to be accepted 
on verbal testimony ( sabdapramana) only and that evidence is 
as valid as the aulhoritaliveness of the concerned person or text. 
In the previous Adhikarana, the Smrtis opposed to Srutis are held 
unaulhoritative on the ground that even certain perceivable benefits 
promised by them are not always actually realizable. It is quite 
natural that the Purvapaksin can come up with the same argument 
against the Srutis and say that this is found in the case of Srutis 
also. E.g. the Sruti promises the rulership to one who performs 
the Vajapeya-sacrifice. Some one Vajapeyee may gel it, but not 
everyone who performs that sacrifice. Therefore, the Purvapaksin 
holds that the Srutis also may be unauthoritative. This contention 
is refuted in this Adhikarana , according to Madhvacarya. 

There are two demonstrative pronouns in the siitra, whose 
proper referents have to be located in the previous Adhikarana. 
I'lie term ‘ asya ’ (of his) refers to the set of Srutis and Smrtis 
laithful to them, according to Madhvacarya. The term ‘ tathat\’am ’ 
meaning ‘being so’ or ‘being in that way’ refers to the invalidity 
of the impugned Smrtis on account of their inability to produce 
the promised benefits without fail. The same term 'tathdtvam' is 
icpeated to refer to the extraordinary status of Srutis ( vailaksanyam) 
mentioned in the earlier part of the siitra. Thus, the interpretation 
of this siitra reads: 

I 1 

The Srutis and the Smrtis faithful to them, are not exposed 
In invalidity on account of miscarriage of promised results (if 
nny), because they have an extraordinary status, due to Srutis 


• M USB. 2-1-4, 



262 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTKAS 


[BS.2-l-4lo6| 1 

being eternal without an author (superhuman) and having j? 
intrinsic validity, and the Smrtis being faithful to the Srutis; 
and this distinct position is understood through verbal 
testimony. 

To prove the etemality of Sruti, Madhvacarya quotes' a mantra 
from Rgveda , which says, “O sage Virtipa, indeed praise well that 
effulgent, omnipotent Paramatman with the eternal (Vedic) 
words”. Once the Srutis are held eternal, there is no question of 
any composer or author for them and therefore they are held as 
superhuman. To uphold the intrinsic validity of Sruti, Madhvacarya 
quotes- a mantra from Bhallaveya Sruti. It says, “neither the 
organs of perception like the eye, the ear, nor the logic of inference, 
nor the texts composed by human beings can reveal This 
( Paramatman ); indeed Vedas alone reveal Him”. However, this 
attempt of the Sutrakdra to prop the intrinsic validity of Sruti by 
such statements in Sruti itself is open to the charge of mutuul 
dependence ( anyonyasraya ). That is, the Srutis and its statements 
depend on each other for their validity. Hence, the intrinsic validity 
of Sruti is doubtful. The Siddhantin refutes this charge. How? 

A statement is invalid if it cannot convey a cogent sense or 
conveys a false sense. Ultimately, the defect of such statements 
is due to the drawback of the person making the statements. But, 
Srutis are free from such drawbacks since they are ex hypot he si 
without an author. Srutis form a body of words representing tilt* 
collective wisdom floating down the ages and their validity Is 
axiomatic. If this intrinsic validity is not accepted, it leads to ill) 
infinite regression ( anavasthiti )'. If the Sruti is to be cross 
checked with another text and its validity accepted only on III 
agreement ( samvada ) with that text, then the validity of that toil 
also needs to be verified by checking it with a third text and wi 

1 Pm* u i fwt irv. s-75-6). 

2 R sibi R cTOT R 4<*lkd’ # I (M. BSB. 214) 

3 WtW RRTRHJ I (M. BSB. 2-1-4). 
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on. Therefore, the validity of Srutis is to be accepted without 
expecting their agreement with any other knowledge 
( siuhvadanirapeksa ). Even the opponent here is not expressing 
disbelief in the validity of Vedas, but he is expressing a fear of 
undesirable conclusion (anistapatti) for Vedas, that in case his 
Smrti is treated as invalid on account of its inability to produce 
the promised benefits without fail, then the Srutis also face the 
same risk on that count 1 . But there is no such problem. Once the 
validity of a Vedic statement is thus established as sui generis 
tut its own kind), cases of miscarriage of results can be satisfactorily 
accounted for, as due to some defect in the performer 
( kartn>aigunya) or to some insufficiency of the means employed 
l suhukarivaigunya ) or the presence of powerful obstacles 
ipratibandlia) 2 . Smrtis composed by individuals cannot claim 
such a privilege since they are neither eternal nor intrinsically 
valid. 

In order to dispel the lingering doubt in the mind that the 
perceivable benefits, promised in the Srutis may not be realizable 
and the performer and the performance are being simply blamed 
Ini the inability of the Srutis to yield the promised benefits, the 
next sutra says: 

II & SW 1 # II (2-1-5) 

I (BS. 2-1-2) SRTrfi WWW 

Hie word 7«’ in the sutra implies the special cases of the deserving 
•Hies. The perceivable benefit referred to in BS. 2-1-2, promised 
In the Srutis and acquired by the eligible ones, is seen. (This 
»utru is read after the next one, by Sahkaracarya, Ramanujacarya 
and others). 

i 'rmim scMnkmumfu wwivwidj 

i ITV2-I-4). 

' IINK. I. p. 336. 
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Madhvacarya treats the following siitra and the next one as 
forming a separate Adhikarana. As said earlier, a text is invalid 
if the statements therein fail to convey a cogent sense or they 
convey a false sense. In the previous Adhikarana, the Purvapaksin's 
doubt about the validity of Srutis on account of miscarriages 
of promised results has been cleared. In this Adhikarana, 
the SCitrakdra is considering another objection to the validity 
of Srutis on account of certain statements therein, which appear 
irrational and impossible. For example, there are sentences' 
such as ‘the earth spoke’, ‘the waters spoke’, ‘those waters saw’, 
‘that fire saw’, etc. And these are not figurative sentences either 
People cannot swallow such statements where inanimate 
things are said to be doing activities expected of sentient beings 
Cogency of such statements and thereby the validity of Srutis 
is suspected. The Sutrakdra refutes such a contention in the 
following siitra. 

II # II 

( 2 - 1 - 6 ) 


^ I faftiuid # 5T%: HTTIH: 

rail s i 


‘7m’ is in the sense of ‘only’. ‘ Visesa ’ implies the special 
power that particularizes or distinguishes a presiding deity 
‘Anugati ’ here means pervasion or permeation. In statement* 
like 'the earth spoke’ in Sruti, the sentient presiding drily 
(of the respective inanimate thing,) only is referred to (In 
the terms 'earth’ etc.) but not the inanimate thing, becmitt' 


1 (S.B. 6-2-3) namts^i (S.B. 6-1-3)11 HT Wt i (Chand. f t - 

6-2-4) II cixlvri I (Chand. Up. 6-2-3). 
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the deity with its own form pervades those inanimate objects 
under its control, and has the special capacity to remain 
invisible. 

The concept of presiding deities for elements like earth, is 
open to some doubts. Do the deities have form or not? If they 
do not have form, how can they perform intelligent activities 
without the organs of activity? Do the deities exist in a part of 
the respective elements or pervade them? If the deity exists in a 
part of the element and the remaining part can be without the 
deity, then the part where the deity exists, can also remain without 
the deity. If the deities have forms of their own, then why are they 
not visible? 

The sutra answers all these questions in the two terms 
'nnugateh' and ‘ visesat ’. It says that the deities have form and 
lliey pervade the respective elements and that they have special 
capacity to pervade the respective things with their forms and yet 
lemain invisible. 

While discussing the sutra , ‘tadadhTnatvadarthavat (BS. 
I 4-3)’ earlier, it is seen that a word can be applied to a thing 
1 person if, either the thing possesses the properties denoted by 
lhai word or the person has the overall control over the functioning 
"I said properties. Thus, for example, the word ‘ mrd ’ (clay) can 
In* used to denote clay because it has clayness ( mrtt\>a ) or to the 
piesiding deity of earth since that deity controls the clayness in 
«lay. Therefore, Madhvacarya holds in his Anuvydkhydna, another 
work on Brahmasiltras, that “the terms like mrt, apah etc. in 
du'se contexts are to be understood as having been applied to the 
\hhimanidevatds directly and primarily (abhidhavrtti ) and not 
In secondary significance ( laksanavrtti )”'. Hence, the statements 
like ' mrdabravlt' are not irrational and the validity of Sruti need 
•ml be doubted on this point. 


■ HNK. 1. p. 340. 
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Sankaracarya, Ramanujacarya and others have considered the 
same Sruti statements and drawn the same meaning from the 
surra, but as an argument of Purvapaksin, in support of his view 
that the world is different in nature from Brahman. The 
interpretation is shown earlier as unconvincing. 

The Purvapaksin still feels that 1 instead of inventing an 
incredible concept of presiding deities and then imagining a special 
power of remaining invisible ascribed to them, it is better to 
accept the invalidity of Srutia, as it is simple. That concept cannot 
be authenticated by Srutia, since their authoritativeness itself is 
in dispute. To dispel such an apprehension, the next surra says: 

II 30 ^ 30 II (2-1-7) 

cTTCTTH, 3TPWfR^THT ^ I 

The power of those presiding deities are perceptible to the 
great sages 2 3 . The Sutrakdra avers that the concept of 
Abhimanidevataa is not just an imagination for the sake of argument 
but a fact corroborated by the experience of the great sages. 

4 | 

II SIHRjjcf ^ 30 II (2-1-8) 

The term asat in the sutra is the antonym of sat. Sat is (lie 
present participle of the root as, to be, to exist, formed by suffixinji 
‘at' (satrf to as. Thus, sat means being, existing or existent, 
and asat means not existing or non-existent. Although the wordi 
sat and asat are present-participles qualifying some noun, in 
Vedic literature, they are sometimes understood as abstract noun* 
meaning existence ( bhava) and non-existence (abhd vut 

1 n«j 3ra 3wiHil5i4^«iHi«t*MHict v awl =*t M 

witwidj h ^ dc«iniul| raar<Tdj (tp. 2-i-7). 

2 M. BSB. 2-1-7. 

3 I (Punini 3-2-124). 
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respectively 1 . Thus, with reference to the creation of a thing, the 
term asat denotes both the antecedent negation ( pragabhava ) and 
the non-existent ( abhavapratiyogi ) 2 . 

This sutra has been interpreted differently by different 
commentators in keeping with their own doctrines and the sutra 
is laconic enough to permit such varying interpretations. 

According to Saiikaracarya, the sutra says: “if it be said that 
the effect is non-existent before its origination, it is not so, because 
it is a mere negation (without any object to be negated)". His 
1'ilrvapaksin argues 3 that if the intelligent Brahman is the cause 
of the unintelligent world, then there arises a contingency that the 
effect (i.e. world) was non-existent (asat) before its creation. This 
goes against the doctrine of Satkaryavada, which holds that the 
effect preexists in its cause. The sutra refutes this contingency 
since it is a mere negation where there is nothing to be negated. 
Saiikaracarya then advocates his doctrine of Vivartavada. He 
says 4 ; this negation cannot negate the existence of the effect 
More its origination, because just as the effect exists even now 
in the form of the cause itself; similarly it is understood to have 
been existing before its origination. What he is driving at is that 
whether before the appearance of the world or after it, what really 
fusts is Brahman and the world is just a phenomenal appearance 
superimposed on the ever-existing Brahman. Therefore, when 
ilirre is no creation of the world as such, where is the question 
■•I negating its existence prior to its creation? 

The objection assumed by Ramanujacarya is similar to that 
•il Saiikaracarya. The objection is that “if Brahman, the cause. 


i 5 !^ ssflr sjk «1 vnsmss: i (tdk. 2-1-8). 

SPTOIsq*: 3THI<tMpl<ilHim.aj I (TDK. 2-1-8). 

' *lf*t S?l +WHI +H.UIH, aWr# sns SRTJSct : 

Slfet* S 1 sfct ; yirlWsM % ; STCS Blrl^W 

ufaifcsnfon (s. bsb. 2 - 1 - 7 ). 

1 *1 fir art sffrin: sjnfrs riri^ gratis 1 

1.IM +K«llcBHI VFJr'KhN SB rppqnj (S. BSB. 2-1-7). 
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is different from the world, the effect, then because the cause and 
effect are different substances, it would mean that the effect does 
not exist in the cause and therefore there arises a contingency that 
the world originates from the prior non-existence (asat)"'. The 
siitra says that it is not so. But the second half of the sutra 
‘pratisedhamatratvdt ’, which is the reason offered for refuting 
the objection, has been interpreted differently by Ramanujacarya. 
He says that 2 3 , in the previous siitra it has only been stated that 
there is no hard and fast rule that cause and effect should always 
be of the same characteristics; but it has not been said that the 
effect is altogether a different substance from its cause 1 . What he 
holds is that Brahman modifies itself to become the world and 
evenif there is difference between the characteristics of Brahman 
and those of the world, there is identity of substance between the 
two as it is in the case of gold and gold-ornaments 4 . 

According to Madhvacarya, the exposition of this siitra is as 
follows: 

If it be said that the antecedent non-existence of the world 
(jagatpragabhava) is the cause of the world, it is not so, because 
the term ‘non-existence (asaty is a pure negation having m 
referent in the mind only like that of a rabbit’s horn, (hill 
having no positive entity to refer to). 

In the first Adhyaya of these Brahma silt ran, the enquiry inln 
the nature and attributes of Brahman starts with the definition ol 
Brahman as the source of creation etc. (BS. 1-1-2). Thus. Iliv 

1 <41^ Bis flfi? ■*|M'*)KU|<4ls{c'q|*TKrl'1 •ERO) Jfrnl >1 

5R1 3IHH: drMIrt: (Sribliasya 2-1 It 

2 *l4+KU|4l: niril$N<4MWMWWH|5lta T5 , q § 4/H VlK t . 

S^i-TKr<4*i,l (Snbhasyu 2-1-7). 

3 BNK. I. p. 348. 

4 t# 'T? I (Sribhasya 2-1-7). 
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discussion is based on the hypothesis that Brahman is the cause 
of the world. Here, the Purvapaksin questions the very basis of 
this hypothesis. He quotes Sruti itself, which says that 1 “non- 
existence alone was there in the beginning, one only without a 
second; from that non-existence originates existence”. Rgveda 
also corroborates the same view 2 . Therefore, he contends that 
non-existence can be the cause of the world and the hypothesis 
that Brahman is the cause of the world is doubtful. The sutra 
iclutes this contention saying that the non-existence ( asat) cannot 
he the cause of the world since it is a pure negation having no 
eorporeal positive entity as its referent. But the Sruti statements 
me valid conclusions and cannot be refuted. Brahmasutras are 
iilso irrefutable valid conclusions based on Sruti only. This apparent 
contradiction between the Sruti and the sutra will vanish if we 
understand what both mean by the term ‘cause’. 

‘Cause’ ( kdrana ) of an effect is a broad general term having 
wuious meanings. Bhagavadgttd enumerates five varieties, namely 
die location, the agent, the instruments, various efforts and the 
•mpernatural element 1 . Naiyayikas define 4 the cause as ‘that which 
invariably precedes the effect’. For example, for making an earthen 
im (effect), the potter, the clay, the wheel, the stick etc. are 
invariably required and they are all considered as the cause for 
ilic proposed effect (jar). The potter is called as the efficient cause 
dnrta), the clay as the material cause ( upaddnakdranath ) and the 
wheel, the stick etc. are known as the instruments (karanam). All 
ilirse various causes have an invariable concomitance (vydpti) 
with the effect. In addition, the antecedent non-existence 
i pmgahhdva) of the jar also has an invariable concomitance with 
the elTect (jar). In simple words, it means that if the jar exists 

i tuiT'a atnihi, m+h mindin' d<-HKfia: i (Chand. Up. 6-2-1). 

UHd: I (RV. 10-72-2). 

■ •maift Hxraiffl wjniw FRta i rttftr 

•Wl 9ifn 3Rui ^ ^ hsWHJI (BG. 18-13.14). 

i i.l'il-iMci^q<)i'd 'tinJiH,! (Tarka. 38). 
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already then there is no question of making it. So the non-existence 
of the jar is also a necessity for making the jar. In fact, the effect 
is defined 1 2 as the counter-entity ( pratiyogin ) of antecedent negation 
(pragabhava ). Therefore, the antecedent negation can also claim 
to be one of the causes of the jar (effect). 

Thus, from the Sruti statement ‘ asatah sadajayata’ if one 
claims that asat is the cause of the world, he can do so only to 
the extent of saying that the antecedent non-existence of the world 
has an invariable concomitance with the creation of the world. 
In other words, it means that the world has a beginning and is 
not eternal. On the other hand, Brahmasutras hold Brahman as 
the cause of the world in the sense of efficient cause ( karta ) and 
hence it does not conflict with the Sruti statement ‘ asatah 
sadajayata'. 

Madhvacarya’s interpretation of the sutra as ‘asat 
( jagatkaranam ) iti cet na pratisedhamatratvcit ’ with just oik 
imported word, is simple, straight forward and shows a direcl 
connection between the assertion ( pratijhd) and the reason ( hetuY 

If the Purvapaksin still insists that the non-existent things like 
rabbit’s horn may not be found capable of producing anything, 
but the antecedent non-existence of the world {visvaprdgabhava) 
could be of a different type and therefore may be held capable 
of originating the world on the backing of the Sruti, then the ncxi 
sutra addresses that doubt. 

II & II (2-1-91 

Attribution of creativity to non-existence is unreasonahlv 
because in that case there would be the undesirable contingent) 

1 +l4 I (Tarka. 39). 

2 BNK. I. p. 351. 
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of everything reducing to complete non-existence at the 
time of dissolution (pralaya). The general axiom is that on 
destruction, an effect merges into its cause. Therefore, if one 
holds that non-existence is the cause of the world, then at the time 
of dissolution, everything in the world should reduce to 
non-existence. Then nothing would remain, not even Brahman, 
Jn as, Time etc. The sutra holds this consequence as improper. 
The term ‘apltau , i.e. at the time of dissolution, indicates that 
the concept of pralaya presupposes the existence of Time 1 . 

Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya treat this entire sutra as an 
objection raised by the Purvapaksin. Sankaracarya interprets the 
ultra thus: Because at the time of the dissolution, Brahman will 
he of the same nature as the world, i.e. when the effect becomes 
one with the cause, Brahman will be polluted by the impurities 
of the effect, the doctrine of causality of Brahman is inadequate 2 . 
Ramanujacarya also interprets on similar lines. This interpretation 
is far from convincing, because 3 there is no possibility of Brahman 
becoming polluted by the imperfections of the effects at the time 
of dissolution since the distinctive properties of the effects are 
completely destroyed when the effects are destroyed 4 . 

If the Purvapaksin holds that it is not undesirable if nothing 
icmains at the time of dissolution, the next sutra clarifies. 

II ^ ® II (2-1-10) 

•(W I m 3|^WH, 3^ I ^ 

•I cT^T £tdkdHMI< ^IdfMIdJ 

I JIRIRT R tJRRTR I (BNK. I. p. 344). 

1 SKK. p. 339. 

I RnRRRTO# f¥ SbWRRTI ig: ft I RTCJ: I +ldRRl 

•NOTTOli gap RE^ftl aim: R^RN%: I (TC. III. p. 21). 

I IINK. I. p. 352. 

■ VML. 2-1-10. 
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‘7V is used as an emphatic particle. Here, the tenn ‘ clrstanta' 
(example) is used in the sense of the inference drawn on the basis 
of the invariable concomitance ( vydpti ) ascertained from the 
example. The words 'apitau' and 'tadvattvarh' are continued. 
Thus, the siltra says that “it is not proper to expect that nothing 
positive survives at the time of dissolution because there are 
examples to infer the existence of positive things at that time”. 
The creation of the world under dispute, depends on existing 
entities, because it is a creation like that of an earthen jar. The 
dissolution is expected to leave a residue since it is a destruction 
like that of an earthen pot 1 . 

In keeping with his interpretation of the previous siltra, 
Sarikaracarya holds this siltra as telling that ‘ ‘it is not unreasonable 
to take Brahman as the cause of the world, since there are examples 
to show that the effects do not pollute the causes when they 
(effects) merge into their causes”. Pots made of clay do not 
transfer their characteristics to clay into which they may be reduced. 
Gold ornaments do not transfer their features to the gold into 
which they are melted. However, such examples, showing 
difference of characteristics between cause and effect, like 
scorpions produced from cowdung, quoted in an earlier siltra 
(i drsyate tu) imply that the characteristics of the effect, scorpion, 
are not to be found in the cause, cowdung. Thus, this interpretation 
renders the siltra as a repetition of a point already dealt with'. 
Ramanujacarya’s interpretation also is on similar lines, that the 
imperfections of the world do not affect Brahman and that one 
substance can exist in the two states, cause and effect, having 
different qualities in the two states. 

It is undesirable to expect that nothing remains at the time 
of dissolution because there is no proof also to that effect. The 
next siltra elucidates the point. 

1 MHdIrHiTiHMwhl NHdl icHtti: II 

(TDK. 2-1-10). 

nmriwft ht trstwhj (tc. hi. p. 2i). 
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n $ $ ii (2-i-n) 

OTcTTffR- 

It is not proper to expect that nothing positive survives 
at the time of dissolution, also because that contention 
has the shortcoming of having no examples to infer the 
same. 

Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya have taken a different view 
of this sutra. According to them, the defects in the Vedanta view 
regarding creation, alleged by the Sdnkhya , are found in their 
view also. 

If one contends that it is not proper to reason out the 
survival of some positive existence and denying the reasonability 
of non-existence at the time of dissolution, both on the strength 
ill inference, the next sutra addresses that point. 

11$ d+WkiaWK'-^^TS^ilWkl $ II 

( 2 - 1 - 12 ) 

•WiFi Wffrrai^fTcf. Shifty dc^d 3FW 

'I'i^^Th^llqRldW 3RRT: +KU|<dll^Nft 

: I 1 

If it be said that it is possible to infer otherwise, i.e. 
< (Hitrary to what is concluded in the previous two sufras, as 
unlcccdent negation is the cause of creation, because reasoning 
tun Ihe strength of which it was refuted) can be unsettled and 
hence unreliable, it is not so. In that case, i.e. if the unreliability 
••I reasoning is accepted (universally), there will arise a 
inulingency of negation of liberation. 


■ \ KM. 2-1-12. 
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This sutra in fact refers to an important general principle 
understood and accepted by all commentators and other Vedantins, 
regarding the validity and reliability of reasoning as an instrument 
of knowledge. In case of a reasoning, sometimes there could be 
a counter reasoning. Therefore, mere reasoning is not dependable. 
But one cannot contend that every inference has a counter- 
inference. Hence every reasoning need not be condemned. 
Reasoning is one of the three means of knowledge, accepted by 
Vedanta, namely perception ( pratyaksa ), inference ( anumdna ) 
and traditional scriptures ( dgama ). Sankaracarya quotes Manu 1 
who says that “one who is desirous of understanding dharma 
should know well perception, inference and dgama". If so, there 
should be some criterion to decide which reasoning is reliable and 
which is not. Such an agreed criterion is that 2 a reasoning be 
accepted totally, only if it is supported by sound evidence of 
pratyaksa or Agama. 


Even though all commentators have accepted this rule at the 
back of this sutra, they have taken this sutra in different light, 
in keeping with their interpretations of the previous siitras. 
Sankaracarya takes this as one sutra and treats it as an additional 
support to his conclusion in a previous sutra (drsyate tu). He 
interprets it as follows: And hence, in matters, which can be 
understood only through Sruti, one should not rely only on 
reasoning, because reasonings unsupported by Sruti and resting 
only on individual guesswork are unreliable. If one holds that 
rejecting defective reasoning, faultless reasoning can be accepted, 
(we say that) even this way reasoning cannot be absolved of its 
unreliability. Therefore, with,the help of Sruti, it is established 
that the sentient Brahman is both the efficient and material cause 
of the world 1 . In effect, Sankaracarya has interpreted the sutra in 


1 

2 
3 


=4 5trci =3 firfraFmj aa ^ » 

(S. BSB.2-I-I I). 

<U4cWHIU|Rk (M. BSB. 2-1-12). 

SBSt R 3$ PKHIHC 

WtMudb I- UI4<JH4 A|Rh4hVi R45: uPdMtW I 

.flct ^ CRWR I 3FU aiH l MdilW aiH I H I ^H l RrHWiM =5 'frM 

ast «RRut 5% TWRU (S. BSB. 2-1-11). 
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two parts. In the first part, he brings in a predicate to suit the 
probans 'tarkdpratisthandt'. Based on this, the Piirvapaksin comes 
up with an alternative, in the second half, which the sutra refutes 
saying that he (the Piirvapaksin ) cannot get away with that. 
Ramanujacarya has assumed two separate sutras. The first one, 
' tarkapratisthdnadapi' is interpreted as follows 1 . On account of 
logical reasoning not having a firm basis also, the doctrine of 
Brahman being the cause (of the world), being based upon the 
Sruti, is alone to be resorted to, not the doctrine about the Pradhana 
being the cause. The remaining portion has been interpreted as 
another sutra in the following way 2 . If it be argued (that the 
matter) should be inferred otherwise, (the answer is) even then 
there would be the undesirable contingency viz. absence of freedom 
(from the same blemish). 

Compared to these complex interpretations, that of 
Madhvacarya is cogent and in keeping with the flow of thoughts 
from the preceding sutras. Here, the Piirvapaksin argues that in 
the preceding two siitras, the survival of something positive and 
denial of non-existence alone at the time of dissolution have been 
established on the strength of reasoning, but they cannot be accepted 
because reasoning is not reliable and a counter-inference is also 
possible. The Siddhantin assumes that the Piirvapaksin also 
believes that the purpose of studying Vedanta is to achieve final 
emancipation ( moksa ). Therefore, he contends that if reasoning 
is to be universally rejected as unreliable and the controversial 
things are to be decided on the evidence of agama (traditional 
scriptures) alone, then there will arise the undesirable contingency 
of negation of emancipation 3 . In effect, the sutra holds that 4 
inferences would be inconclusive only in the absence of supporting 
evidences of perception or agama, but not universally. 

I Srfbhasya- RDK. 2-1-11. 

• Sribhasya- RDK 2-1-12. 

I ^ 31«f HHc) JTtWHwwifldJ 

(TDK. 2-1-12). 

I IINK. 1. p. 346. 
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Even after accepting that the antecedent negation ( prdgabhava ) 
is not the cause of the world since it is a pure negation, (as 
established in this Adhikarana ), there still remains a doubt that 
Jiva , who is not a pure negation, could be the cause of creation 
or the world could have come up automatically without any cause 
just like the collapsing of river banks. The next siitra clears such 
doubts. 

II # RM SRRTffT 3TTO II 

(2-1-13) 

RM: an^kKfdl^ 3tV)N+4Hl^ WTRM’. 3iqftlI£T: 

HTTcTT: I 

The remaining theories, other than the causality of 
antecedent non-existence just refuted, which are not 
countenanced by and arc opposed to Vedas, like the causality 
of individual soul (Jiva), insentient matter (Pradhana or 
Prakrti ), void (sfinya), time (kala), nature ( svabhava ) etc. are 
also explained i.e. stand refuted by this argument of availability 
of evidence to infer the causality of an existent positive entity 
and non-availability of evidence to infer the causality of Jiva 
etc. The word ‘‘sista 7 in the siitra is understood as ’the 
remaining’. 

There are some doctrines, which advocate that JTvas etc. are 
the cause of creation and they are not all pure negations. These 
theories have some support from Sruti too. Madhvacarya quotes 
a number of Sruti statements, which apparently support these 
views. Svetasvatara Upanisad makes 1 a mention of many such 
views which hold the time, nature, destiny, chance (accident), the 
five elements, insentient matter (Prakrti ) and soul (Purusa) as 
the cause of creation and later refutes their claim. The siitra 


1 <*>!<$: Ijjiim ^TH: TRT Pt-rMH I (Svela. Up. 1-2). 
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refutes all such views by extending the argument made in the 
earlier siitra (2-1-11) that there are no examples to infer such 
views. The Siddhantin holds that all such words like JTva, kala, 
svabhdva etc. used in Sruti statements referred to above, primarily 
convey Brahman only, based on the teaching of Aitareya Aranyaka. 
1'his has been made amply clear in the first Adhyaya. 

This siltra appears to have a sense of concluding some topic 
and yet Saiikaracarya and Ramanujacarya treat this sutra as a 
separate adhikarana. They read the words ‘ sistdh aparigrahah' 
in the above siltra , as a compound 'sistaparigrahdh'. Saiikaracarya 
takes the word 'sista' in the siltra to mean ‘the wise, educated, 
eminent, competent etc.’ He holds' that pradhana-karanavada 
(the theory of the Sdhkhya) is nearest to Vedanta philosophy, is 
endowed with powerful logic and has been accepted to some 
extent by some competent Vedantins. He 2 interprets the sutra as 
follows: “By this refutation of pradhanakaranavada (the theory 
of the Sdhkhya), the (other) theories such as the atomic theory 
of causation (of the Vaisesikas) which have not been accepted in 
any aspect by the competent authorities like Manu and Vyasa, 
also stand refuted 3 . 

The interpretation of Ramanujacarya is also on similar line, 
that “by this the remaining (systems) not accepted (by the Vedas) 
also have been explained away”. 

But, this line of interpretation is not considered as convincing 
lor the following reasons: Vedanta holds Brahman, the Supreme 
Iking, as the Author of the world. The Sdhkhya doctrine believes 
neither in the existence of Brahman nor in Brahman's authorship 
of the world. The other Vedic doctrines like Vaisesika, Nyaya etc. 

-, (S. BSB. 2-1-12). 

.' qaa 1 MIH4 iKU | 4 I <Ph I 4><« I 4>Ku1h fijfe: idMt^HNRjJfOdl 

^ ^ 3tfq Mklfa'idRI I (S. BSB. 2-1-12). 

I I1NK. 1. p. 354. 
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at least believe in the existence of Brahman. Then, how can a 
competent authority like Vyasa, who composed Brahmasutras 
forming a recognized manual of Vedanta and who initiated an 
enquiry into Brahman through these Brahmasutras defining 
Brahman as the creator etc. of the world, be expected to consider 
the Sahkhya doctrine as nearer to Vedanta than the other Vedic 
doctrines? 1 . Moreover, the closing sutra of the first Adhyaya, 
‘etena sar\>e vyakhydtdh vydkhydtdh ’ has been interpreted by 
Sahkaracarya in a similar way. Therefore, Saiikaracarya’s 
interpretation of this sutra 2-1-13 renders it a repetition 2 . 

5 ^Nv^RmuiHJ 


This Adhikarana comprises only one sutra , shown below, 
and it has been interpreted by each commentator in his own way. 


II # 



II (2-1-14) 


The word hhoktr in the sutra means the enjoyer i.e. the 
transmigrating individual soul ( JTvatman ). The term apatti can be 
taken in two senses, one as obtaining, getting, attainment, and the 
other as a calamity, an undesirable occurrence ( anistaprasangah ). 
The term avibhaga signifies no distinction, non-difference, identity. 

Sahkaracarya takes the meaning of the word apatti as an 
undesirable consequence and interprets the sutra as follows: If 
someone objects that it is not proper to accept Brahman’s material 
causality of the world (as established in the previous Adhikarana) 
because in that case there will result an undesirable contingency 
of non-difference between the enjoying self and the inanimate 
objects of enjoyment, he may be replied that the distinction can 
exist as is seen in ordinary experience 3 . The objection assumed 


1 ^ reffe; c trc T iiftac*iin 

I (TC. 111. p. 22). 

2 i (tc. hi. p. 22 ). 


a sria ^ata, r^tra, sroaa. # 1 cs. bsb. 2 - 1 - 13 ) 
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here is that if Brahman is taken as the efficient and material cause 
of the world and if the world were non-different from Brahman , 
then the distinction between the enjoyers and the objects of 
enjoyment would be nullified. According to Sahkaracarya the 
siUra refutes this contention and says that the distinction may 
exist as seen in mundane experience. Saiikaracarya gives the 
illustration of the waves, foam and bubbles which are not different 
from sea-water and yet exist in a state of mutual difference for 
some time. 

This interpretation is far from convincing for the following 
reasons 1 : Firstly, the Piirvapaksin s argument that there will be 
no distinction between the enjoyer and the enjoyed, since both 
nre the effects of a common material cause Brahman , is not 
sustainable. Since we see difference between bracelets and crowns 
made from a nugget of gold, there can be a distinction between 
llic effects of Brahman. The Siddhanta is also not tenable. In 
Vivurtavada , the examples of foam and waves do not hold good. 

I lie foam and waves are made of different particles of sea-water, 
hut the partless Brahman is said to be the material cause of the 
world 2 . 

V. S. Ghate criticizes the interpretation of Sahkaracarya. 
lie says: “the question of the difference or non-difference 
between bhoktr and bhogya seems to be rather out of place.... 
Also the illustration of the wave and ripple and the sea does 
not quite fit with the bhoktr , the bhogya and the Brahman ; for 
the relation between bhoktr and bhogya cannot bear comparison 
with that between a wave and a ripple or that between a bracelet 
■Hid an ear-ring. And how is it conceivable that one who held 
ilu* doctrine of absolute monism should devote a separate 
\ilhikarana to the establishing of the difference between bhoktr 
•mil bhogya!" (VSG. p.72). 

•r..HUtl<Wi iwi^>MrtW<tdlMI<tW<ti^'hi4KH«tiHIHWW I (TC. III. p. 27). 

1 IINK. I. p. 362. 
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Ramanujacarya also criticizes 1 the above interpretation by 
Sankaracarya. Raising the doubt about non-difference between 
the enjoyer and the enjoyed, the sutra is interpreted as asserting 
the difference with the help of the examples of the ocean, foatn 
and waves. It is not proper, because such an objection and refutation 
are inconsistent for those who admit the creation by Brahman 
possessed of the limiting adjunct avidya with its power implied 
within (i.e. Vivartavdda). Brahman covered by the limiting adjunct 
avidya being the enjoyer and the limiting adjunct being the enjoyed, 
the contingency of the two different from each other, attaining 
to mutual natures is, indeed, not possible. 

According to Ramanujacarya the sutra tells that, “if it be saiil 
that from Brahman becoming an enjoyer since he is embodied, 
there will be no distinction between Brahman and JTva, (we say, 
such distinction) may exist as is experienced commonly in the 
world” 2 . Ramanujacarya takes the word apattih to mean getting 
the status. His contention is that, being subject to pleasure and 
pain does not depend merely on possessing a body, but it depends 
on good and evil deeds ( karman ) performed by the embodied 
being. Not being connected with karma , Brahman does nol 
experience pleasure and pain. For the worldly experience ( lokavat ), 
Ramanujacarya quotes the example of a king and his subjects 
Though both are embodied, yet the experience of reward 01 
punishment for complying with or transgressing the king’s orders 
respectively, is for the subjects, but not for the king. 

This interpretation also is not quite convincing because while 
explaining an earlier sutra (1 -2-8)‘ sambhogapraptiriti centni 
vaisesydt', for a similar objection, Ramanujacarya has given tin 1 

H4HI$WqRsK^HjidcdldJ - nfalWI 

a I (SrTbhasya - RDK 2-1-14). 

2 asm: 4te«uyjii: mint a tfnafa sin 

rtl'MdJ (Sribhasya - SV 2-1-14). 
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same reply 1 . The reply given is that it is not the mere dwelling 
in a body that is the cause of experiencing pleasure and pain but 
the subjection to Karman, good and evil 2 . That is not possible for 
the Supreme Being, who is free from evil. If the same explanation 
is accepted here also, it would amount to repetition. 

Moreover, in both the expositions referred to above, there are 
a number of new words brought in the sutra (adhyahdraY. 

Madhvacarya has taken an altogether different view. He takes 
the word dpattih in the sense of attainment. The exposition of the 
sutra, in his view, is as follows. 

3TN%: sTSlc^lS: 

cTOT \ 4 ^ ?Tcf 5N: I 

If it be said that there is no distinction between JTva and 
Hrahman, because the transmigrating soul ( bhoktr ) attains 
llrahmanhood ( Brahmatva ), in the released state ( moksa ), as 
(lie Sruti talks of their becoming one, (the Sutrakara says) it 
lx not so; it is the oneness of co-existence as seen in ordinary 
experience when water is mixed with water. The word 4 na' is 
Mipplied to complete the construction. 

The topic under discussion here is the one raised by the two 
numtras 5 in Mundakopanisad. They say that, "the fifteen parts 
d'nina, Sraddha, Akasa etc.)and the presiding deities (that make 
ilie body of a JTva ) enter their corresponding elements and deities, 

I 5|$TCT: pRWcRN I (TC. III. p. 28). 

IIMWMIUH: MiMIcHHl R ffaqfR I (Sribhasya - RDK 1-2-8). 

< IINK. 1. p. 364 
I VKM. 2-1-14. 

1 «H1: 4S4: 43^51 4IR0I ^4TU Slf^RRl^ I Wm fqfTRR48J 3R741 q^ScR^ 

04 (^f|*14T-RII 441 RU: *4^RtRT: 0^,5SfR 0=^R RTR^ f45T4 I 
•141 TR5R.R1R¥4I^ ragtfi: S54^frl f^4HJI (Mund. UP. 3-2-7,8). 
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the Jiva and his deeds all become one with the Highest Imperishable 
Brahman. As the flowing rivers disappear in the ocean losing 
their names and forms, so the wise man free from his names and 
forms goes unto the Divine Supreme Being". 

These mantras apparently indicate that the Jiva in the released 
state, attains Brahmanhood. The Purvapaksin here argues, 
according to Madhvacarya, that in that case, even during the 
transmigrating state, the Jiva should be non-different from 
Brahman , because two things of different characteristics will 
never become one 1 . And there is no dearth of people who advocate 
that Jiva is Brahman only but not anything else, even while 
transmigrating. Therefore, the Purvapaksin contends that since 
the transmigrating soul is known to be not the author of the world, 
Brahman, which is identical with it cannot also be the author ol 
the world 2 3 . 

This siitra, as interpreted by Madhvacarya. refutes such a 
contention. Just as in worldly experience when water is mixed 
with another water and is said to have become one with the 
other, there still exists an internal difference between the two, 
and the same thing should be understood here also 1 when the 
Sruti talks of oneness ( ekibheiva ) between Jiva and Brahman. This 
is oneness of co-existence (. sthanaikya ) as seen in the cases ol 
cows returning to their shed and the birds coming back to thcii 
nests 4 5 . In order to make this point clear and to explore the mind 
of Badarayanavyasa as to what could be at the back of his mind 
while composing this siitra, Madhvacarya quotes two verses 1 

1 ^ a# 3iwii+r=ndj * ft PraH. q# 5 ft ffsn i 

(TP. 2-1-14). 

2 BNK. I. p 356. 

3 sift sifet ^ ararfi i 

(M. BSB. 2-1-14). 

4 BNK. I. p. 358. 

5 IHTft TOWft *raft II 

ft dl<lrl-<i MtHIcHHI I HTHTSN Rl# 

5ft PSl^l (M. BSB.2-1-14). 
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from Skandapurana, The verses tell that, ‘when water is poured 
into water, the two do not become one, but form a mixture, 
because an increase in volume is seen; similarly the Jlva, even 
when it attains oneness with Brahman, it does not become 
Brahman and does not get Brahman's special characteristics 
like independence’. 

Thus, with minimum importation ( cidhydhdra ) of words and 
with the logical and contextual propriety. Madhvacarya’s 
interpretation sounds quite convincing. 

6 I 

II 30 II (2-1-15) 

This Adhikarana also has been interpreted by different 
commentators differently. 

According to Sankaracarya this sutra tells that 1 , “the effect, 
the world, is in reality non-different from the cause, Brahman ; 
this is to be understood; how? from the words like drambhana 
(beginning) and others”. 

The topic under discussion here assumed by Sankaracarya is 
a mantra from Chandogyupanisad which tells that, "my dear, just 
as through a single clod of clay, all that is made of clay would 
become known, for all modification is but a name arising from 
speech while the truth is that it is just clay 2 ." Sankaracarya says 
that', these modifications or effects are only names and they exist 
through speech only while in reality there exists no such thing 
as modification. 

i auwuR* «tgw3 sro,, nt ejst, wind, wtnfa: 

(S.BSB. 2-1-14). 

• q*n tfcn ^ flw 

(Chand. Up. 6-1-4). 

I 4H1 *33 Wrl I- 5 fawt itR 3tfct I 

IS BSB. 2-1-14). 
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This position of Vivartavada has already been explained by 
Sahkaracarya earlier in Prakrtyadhikarana (BS 1-4-24), with the 
same example. Its discussion here again will amount to repetition 1 . 
Moreover, it appears odd that the Sutrakara establishes difference 
between the enjoyer and the enjoyed, according to Sahkaracarya, 
in the just concluded Adhikarana and immediately he shifts his 
stand here to non-difference between the world and Brahman-’ 
Here, from the word ‘ drambhana ’ in the sutra we have to perceive 
the word ‘ vacarambhana ’ used in a Chandogya mantra and from 
that word we have to understand the purport of that mantra uiul 
use it as a probans in this sutra. It looks like a two-stage secondary 
signification ( laksitalaksana ), a far-fetched conclusion. Compared 
to this, a Sruti mantra having the word drambhana used in it, it 
any, would have a better claim for consideration here. 

Further, the example of clay and its products does not 
convincingly drive home the doctrine of Vivartavada. The main 
plank of Vivartavada is that the world is a phenomenal appearance 
superimposed on Brahman, just as a snake is seen in place of a 
rope. But the pots are not superimposed on clay since they do not 
vanish even after knowing that they are made of clay 3 . Furthei, 
the understanding of the Chandogya mantra in the manner that 
by knowing a single clod of clay, all that is made of clay would 
become known, is also not rational 4 . For example, a metallurgist 
knowing all about steel cannot be expected to know about tin- 
various complicated machinery made of steel. Hence, 
Sahkaracarya’s interpretation of this Adhikarana Sutra cannot In- 
said to be convincing. 

In his lengthy commentary on this sutra, Ramanujacaiyn 
criticizes the concept of avidya (ignorance) and mdyd (illusionl 

1 i nrc. in p. 33). 

2 m 1 3^1^: IW4: I (TC. Ill p. 33). 

(TC. III. p. 32) 

4 q^rafFR trirauHrafcrra i i (tc. hi. p. 3i) 



Ills 2-1-15) 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 


285 


advocated by Sankaracarya. He also interprets the sutra on the 
’.ame lines as followed by Sankaracarya with the same example 
• tl Chdndogya mantra (6-1-4). But his interpretation of that 
( luiitdogya mantra is quite laborious, complicated and different 
I min that of Sankaracarya. The sutra says, according to 
Harnanujacarya that', “the non-difference of the world from that 
Hraltman is known from texts beginning with the word 
iimmbhana He assumes the Vaisesika (atomist) view 2 as the 
I'tuvapaksa, which contends that it is not possible for the effect 
in he non-different from the cause, because various differences 
(like time, shape, number, utility, idea conveyed, nomenclature, 
i'll .) are perceived. This sutra is supposed to refute this contention. 

I his conclusion is based on the purport of the Chdndogya mantra 
ili 1-4), which is suggested by the word arambhana in the sutra. 
Itamanujacarya treats the term drambhanam in the mantra as a 
separate word and not as the second member of the compound 
word vdcarambhanam as done by Sankaracarya. Further, the term 
.iriimbhana is treated as a variant of dlambhana and is taken to 
mean 'being touched’ 2 . The gist of Ramanujacarya’s interpretation 
••I the Chdndogya mantra is that all modifications of clay in the 
limn of particular configurations such as a pot and their names 
.in* touched by speech, for bringing about appropriate transactions 
i micli as fetching water) and that, therefore, it is only the substance 
i lay’ that receives the new configuration and the new name of 
pul’ for the sake of purposeful activity 4 . Therefore the world, 
winch is the effect of Brahman, for the sake of purposeful activity, 
i-i non-different from it. 

liven this farfetched explanation taking many liberties with 
tin* wording of the Sruti, can not be said to be convincing, and 


i Srihhasya - sv 2-1-15 

>im sag; i a ^ rto# i 

(Sinbhasya 2-1-15). 

* aTTHvqn (*tt n qji VVW) i 

<fH I (SrTbhasya 2-1-15). 

i UNK. I. p. 378 
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it is doubtful, if on the analogy of clay and its configurations we 
can regard the world of matter as a physical configuration of 
Brahman 1 . 

Madhvacarya has taken a fresh look at the sutra and come 
out of the groove of connecting this sutra with the Chundogya 
mantra, on the strength of the word dramhhana in the sutra. The 
scope of sastra is not limited to the Upanisads only, but extends 
to the four Vedas, the epics and the Parana's even according to 
3ahkaracarya. Therefore Madhvacarya takes as the Visayavakya 
of this sutra. a mantra from Rgveda, which says 2 , "what could 
have been the base, the means, what was it and how was it, with 
which the Creator of the world created this earth and heaven and 
the One who can see with all his limbs covered this earth and 
heaven (during dissolution)?” The word dramhhana is to be 
interpreted to mean the material or the means (with which any 
thing is made) and the word is to be understood to represent the 
whole class of things like the place to stand ( adliisthana ) etc. 
instrumental in creation, by implication of the analogous 
{upalaksanaf. 

The Purvapaksin contends here that the creation of an earthen 
pot depends on the accessories like clay etc. which, are independent 
of the potter and without them the creation is not possible; similarly 
the creatorship of Brahman should also be dependent on 
independent accessories and therefore Brahman can not be accepted 
as the One Independent Cause of creation and Author of all 4 . 

The sutra refutes such a contention. The exposition of the 
sutra would be as follows : 


1 

2 

3 

4 


BNK. I. p. 378. 

14) 'bdMlc<r'(c'fc ! 4TSSo)<lJ 

tW4StI:| (RV. 10-81-2). 


(TDK.2-I-I5). 

UZtph I HTR T4RI I 3RtT 1*4 14*03*1 

titWIK«tw{ |fn ^ q^jupfffcarfr i fs : I (TP. 2-1-15). 
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?RT HTH^IMId s ^d r sit-lM’-l+-M ?Trf 5TH«‘ I 

5IW, feU? 3IK^WRKlR«I: f “ft IH<wV 
Nwld^K^-d^i fl?f <-^d^lM8ldl<l$H't*l«^ld s f 

’1 I 


The reference to the existence of what is ‘inferior’ in a 
succeeding siltra (BS. 2-1-17) of this Adhikarana , suggests the 
term ‘superior’ or the independent ( svatantra ) as its counter- 
i nnclate for supplying the ellipsis in the opening siltra An 

Independent accessory is non-different from Brahman , i.e. 
Ilrahman is the One and Only Independent Cause of creation 
mi account of the challenging questions ( dksepa) in the 
i ifayavakya implying the non-existence of any independent 
nccessory like a place to stand (adhisthanam) or other means 
Ulrambhanam ) etc., and also on account of Brahman’s 
non-dependence on anything, absolute independence and 
nulhority over the existence of other accessories implied by 
I he word l adi ’ in the sutra through negative reasoning 
i natirekihetubhyah). 

In the visayavdkya considered above, where only questions 
•iti* asked to which a positive reply is neither possible nor expected, 
ilir purport is a negative reply 2 . For example, the purport of a 
i|iics(ion like ‘who can avoid death?’ is that ‘no one can avoid 
death’. 

If the Purvapaksin insists that there could be some accessory 
independent of Brahman , the next sutra answers the same. 

|| # || ( 2 - 1 - 16 ) 

HR Wl^T: I d 

t'Mvqn i awaj i 


I IINK. p. 368. 

■ itutfqrq fwra qw-nn i qj (tp. 2-1-15). 
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If there existed some accessory or means independently 
of Brahman, it should have been known through authoritative 
evidence (like Sruti). But there is no such evidence available 
and hence it does not exist. 

If the Purvapaksin quotes an evidence 1 from Sruti and on that 
basis insists that there existed accessories like the waters, the 
earth, etc. other than Brahman, the next sutra clarifies the doubt. 
The Sruti text tells that “The Purusa has been produced with 
waters, earth, faculties etc.”. 

II & II (2-1-17) 

^t c Kt- t t Hcc^Tr^tTcf 

There are Sruti statements like i adbhyah sambhutah' 
(referred to by the Purvapaksin ), which mention the 
accessories like the waters etc. because such accessories do 
exist, but only as subservient to Brahman and not independent 
of It. 

In support of this contention, Madhvacarya quotes an 
appropriate Sruti mantra, which says that “time was, the soul 
was, the Lord was; whatever there was, was enveloped by Him, 
was under his power. Therefore, it is said that the Supreme alone 
was. As His, they may even be treated as non-existent in their 
own right” 2 . 

If one contends that it is not proper to first accept the 
existence of means other than Brahman before creation anti 
then to say that they were subservient to Brahman, the next 
sutra clarifies the doubt. 

I 3T55J: WTO I (T. A. 3-13-1). (M. BSB. 2-1-17). 

3TO f? ^ HtH Midler *t TS flH I 

(M. BSB. 2-1-17) BNK. I. p. 371. 
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n # y^krH'Ji $> 11 

(2-1-18) 

••HkKIUldl H<Ih1t1<m1 HwM ^ ^TW ,M firl Spft 
iRTr^jq^TT^ 3rfi grfj # I HWHMIH,^ThHMW*»lcdl- 

3RTt5^ I 

•■I =q W^MWreUWMI^I I ^T=? «ir«H$fa M^cMiRUt^SROTRIJ 

Since it is told in Nasadiya Sukta that nothing but Brahman 
existed before creation, neither Sat nor Asat, if it be argued 
that it is not proper to hold the existence of means subservient 
lo Brahman , it is not so; because the accessories are said to 
have been non-existent only in the restricted sense of their 
having been unmanifested, dependent, inferior, modified and 
disintegrated in that state, but not in their very essence. 
Whence? For, in the concluding part of the same sukta 
I vakyasesa) there is a reference to the existence of Prakrti or 
lamas (Tama asit ) etc. The existence of Time is presupposed in 
the reference to ‘then’ ( taddntm ) in the opening line 2 . 


If it be argued that it is not proper to accept the use of other 
iirccssories by the Supreme Being for creation, when He alone 
is independent and capable of creating the world without the use 
nl accessories, other than Himself, the next sutra answers the 
nlijcction. 


# *KkcHI=d 


(2-1-19) 


^•I'V-tld <fcl: I I M'm^ldl^MIdHIc^ I qsJT 

"JiTtFTN 4™ 1 ^TsT ifcKUIlfavi kT?f 

Wlr t l'»1! II” 5RT I 


Creating the world by the Supreme Being using other 
accessories under His control, sportingly and at will, is quite 


i Nilsadiya Sukia (RV. 10-129-1). 
1 ItNK. 1. p. 371. 
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290 


BKAHMAN LN 13RAMIIASUTRAS 


|BS.2-1-19, 20, 21| 


in keeping with His Divine Majesty, and this sense of sport 
is vouched in specific words, as in the verse which says that 
“the Supreme Being, though capable of not creating or creating 
otherwise, creates this varied world, different from Himself 
and non-different from the accessories used”. To evaluate the 
concept behind the sutra VadirajatTrtha gives a practical example 
that 1 compared to a king going alone, a king with his paraphernalia 
looks more majestic. Raghavedratlrtha offers another example' 1 , 
that a person sporting a staff need not be lame. 

The next sutra adduces an analogy to infer the existence ol 
means other than Brahman , before creation. 

II & V&m & II (2-1-20) 

The disputed creation is feasible with the help of means 
other than the creator, since it is a creation like that of a cloth. 


On this, if one argues that in that case it can be easily established 
that the creation could be with the help of independent means 
other than the Creator, the next sutra hastens to correct the 
impression*. 

II 3* MIU|||<: II (2-1-211 

*WT Miuk&ki^lk^h snot 

^k g ll4*T^M cT^TT ^ I 

Just as the vital air, body and its organs are entered into 
and impelled by Brahman, as told in the Sruti 6 He who inhabit* 


] 

2 

3 

4 

5 


w? [GDK. 2-1-19). 

(TDK. 2-1-19). 


BNK. I. p. 372. 
Brha. Up. 3-7-16. 


VKM 2-1-21.. TDK. 2-1-21. 
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(he vital air.... controls the vital air from within’, and are 
therefore not independent, so also these various means of 
creation, other than the Creator are also not independent. 
Otherwise Brahman's entering (the body etc.) would be in 
vain. In support of this view, Madhvacarya quotes a verse 1 from 
Kilrma Parana, which says that “the mighty Supreme Being, 
having entered into the primary elements of creation ( Prakrit ) 
and the individual souls ( Purusa ), excited (impelled) them in 
order to create this world’’. 

II 3* ri Kr\\M "\\IWl Rb: & II 

( 2 - 1 - 22 ) 

Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya treat this sutra and the next 
iwo as one Adhikarana. They assume this entire sutra as an 
objection by the Purvapuksin, 

Sankaracarya interprets this sutra as follows. Since Jiva (itara ) 
iiiul Brahman are identical as told by Sruti statements like 'tat 
inuii asi ’ etc., if Brahman the creator of the world, subjects the 
Z/iv/s to the miseries of Sathsdra , then there will be the undesirable 
iniuingency of Brahman being at fault of exposing Itself to the 
miseries of the world 2 . So a doubt arises whether the world has 
been created by an intelligent cause (like Brahmanf. 

Ramanujacarya also interprets the sutra on similar lines as 
lollows 4 . If these Sruti passages profess the JTva as being Brahman 

I VfRt % wi I II # I 

(M. BSB. 2-1-21). 

JHIcilM^lld; iTlftiHI «l<lllrHr4 5?^ ’JJpNI-'A: 

■*R s flSl RNR qwlie'll 5=^3^ HlrBWH. ^ I 

is BSB.2-1-21), (TC. III. p. 40). 

• SKK. p. 354. 

• *lf^ SRtRt 3R3F9 ctSTBR: *44 

3RrtR: 

1R: tleiujl vrt'i|c4>i<i.' J ie4H s l (Sribhasya 2-1-21). 
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then certain blemishes such as not creating a world beneficial to 
Himself and creating a world non-beneficial to Himself, cling to 
the omniscient and omnipotent Brahman. Therefore, Brahman's 
causality of the world becomes untenable. 

The next sutra is, 

§ ^kkfelldj 

The word ‘tu (but) here is taken as indicative of the refutation 
of the objection raised in the preceding sutra. This sutra asserts, 
according to Sankaracarya, that 1 , ‘ ‘the omniscient and omnipotenl 
Brahman who is something more than and different from the JTva, 
is held as the creator of the world. No blemishes such as creating 
a world non-beneficial to Himself, cling to Him. How? This is 
on account of the difference (between JTva and Brahman) borne 
out by Sruti texts”. Sankaracarya clarifies his position here thill 
while non-difference between JTva and Brahman is the real truth, 
the difference alluded to in the sutra above is the one which is 
the outcome of Avidyd (illusion) 2 . 

V. S. Ghate opines that, “this Adhikarana leaves not the 
slightest doubt that according to the Sutrakdra, the JTva and thr 
Brahman cannot be absolutely non-different as understood by 
Sankaracarya; and one can easily see that Sankaracarya was 
conscious of this, since he comes forth with his usual explanation 
that the difference, maintained in sutra 22, is not real, but due 
to the soul’s fictitious limiting adjuncts” 3 . 

Ramanujacarya accepts the sutra literally, without any riilei 
on it. He interprets as follows 4 . ‘‘Compared to JTva , subjccl In 

fa:? (S. BSB. 2-1-22). 

2 BNK. I. p. 389. 

3 VSG. p. 75. 

4 HrM* UcHH: Slft'bH, 3?t I fcB? 1 

HcKJIWH: % PlRVld m I (Snbhasya 2-1-22). 
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worldly miseries. Brahman is a different entity. How? On account 
of the Supreme Brahman having been shown as different from 
JTva (in the Sruti texts)”. Then he quotes a number of Sruti texts 
in support of the difference between JTva and Brahman. 

Sankaracarya interprets the third siitra of this Adhikarana , 

SttHlRcN dc^MW: I 

as follows 1 . Just as stones are of different varieties, some precious, 
some semi-precious and others worthless, in the same way 
lira liman, though one, is found in the form of JTva , Lord and other 
varied effects. Therefore, faults such as Brahman exposing Himself 
in the miseries of the world, as imagined by the Purvapaksin , do 
not arise. 

Ramanujacarya has taken the siitra quite differently. According 
to him, the siitra says that, just as the insentient objects like stones 
rannot be taken as identical with Brahman , the sentient ones, 
livas, who are subject to miseries, also cannot be taken as identical 
with Brahman 2 . 

These divergent explanations of the sutras shown above, 
appear far-fetched. The compound itaravyapadesat in the opening 
ultra, has been dissolved as ‘itarasya sdrlrasya Brahmatmatvarh 
nitpadesdt' and is taken to mean ‘on account of the other’s 
ic. JTva' s being mentioned as being identical with Brahman'. 
I lie compound itaravyapadesat, which clearly means ‘on 
'mount of being told as other than’ is taken in the contrary 
n'lise as ‘on account of identity being mentioned 1 . 

I 'INI I5l : H' J l4 • 3T^I ! u 11 ■ Hl^l g ll : ?lrt 

tvld ^ 'JMHVrl I 

•I't'fRra: I (S. BSB. 2-1-23). 

SRIHiar^qqm: | (Sribhasya 2-1-23). 

■ 'Vim fc^J: 1^5; I (TC. III. p. 40). 
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(Gurudevaj R. D. Ranade holds that these three sutras “do 
not seem to have been accurately interpreted by any 
commentator’’ 1 . V. S. Ghale tells the same, but rather 
diplomatically. He says that “it is difficult to say, which of these 
interpretations is more natural than others’’ 2 3 . 

Madhvacarya interprets these siitras in a different way, in 
keeping with the thought process in the previous Adhikarana. He 
treats these three sutras and the next three as forming one 
Adhikarana. The exposition of the opening sutra (2-1-22) above, 
according to his views, is as follows: 

On the strength of a Sruti passage, which apparently tells 
that ‘the individual soul C/Fva) creates the world’, if the 
individual soul, other than Brahman (itara), is held as the 
independent cause of the world, then there will be flit* 
undesirable contingency of Jlva not doing what is beneficial 
to him and doing what is detrimental to him. The general 
understanding or axiom is that an independent creator will create 
what is good for him and not what is harmful to him. But, wlmi 
we see in the world is that JTvas cannot always get what they 
desire and cannot avoid what they dislike. They are found helpless 
Therefore, the siitra asserts that helpless creatures like ./mis 
cannot be credited with the status of independent creator of lln* 
world. 

Since a person engaged in a huge multifarious activity gels 
tired and worried, the creator of the world. Brahman may iiIsm 
be subject to fatigue and worries and become helpless like Jivii* 


1 BNK. I. p. 390. 

2 VSG. p. 75. 

3 VKM. 2-1-22. 
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and hence may not be the independent cause of the world 1 . Thus, 
because of similarity between the two (Jiva and Brahman), if one 
doubts whether the perceived causality of Jiva only could be 
accepted, the next sutra clarifies the doubt 2 . 

II # 3#^ ^ II (2-1-23) 

Pfifenvij 

But, that Brahman having abundant powers, is the 
supreme. For, the Sruti texts, saying that the Supreme Being 
Is all-listener, all-thinker, the conscious person in all etc. 3 , 
place Him in an all-together different class of His own, far 
superior tojivas. The purport is that Brahman cannot be equated 
with Jivas and cannot be doubted to be subject to fatigue or 
worries like ordinary mortals. 

If one questions why not consider Jiva as the independent 
> rcator since Jiva also is a sentient being like Brahman, the next 
•aitra answers the same. 


|| cI^WtT: & II (2-1-24) 


Though Jiva is sentient, like insentient objects such as 
slimes etc., Jiva is not independent and therefore cannot claim 
self-creativity. 


I 


JcT^ 






’lUrPqpH, I (STK. 2-1 -23). 


"JTO I (TP. 2-1-23). 


M ^ftcTT HtII l^^llrll Mallei I 

M*’Hf ^dMlH, I (A.A. 3-2-4). He Who is all-pervasive. Who cannot be 

hranl, comprehended or thought of in all His fullness, Who submits to none, Who 
»mmol be seen directly or known indirectly in all His fullness. Who cannot be 
Miik-red, Who listens to all, thinks of all, secs all but reports to none, Who knows 
ill and Who is the conscious inner Person in all. 
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The universal experience of JTvas' inability to do what is 
favourable to them and their subjection to the states of (birth), death 
and sleep etc. prove the lack of independence on the part of JTvas 1 . 

If one does not agree with this observation and contends that 
this is against common experience, the next sutra explains it further. 

II to ^Rtoc^Rl^Tcf ^ to II (2-1-25) 

Sahkaracarya and Ramanujacarya treat this sutra and the next 
as a separate Adhikarana. Sahkaracarya interprets the sutra as 
follows. The Purvapaksin contends that since in the world the 
potters etc. are seen producing pots, cloth etc. after collecting the 
accessories like clay, rod etc., then how can your Brahman create 
the world without collecting any other accessories? Therefore, 
Brahman cannot be taken as the cause of the world 2 . The sutra 
refutes the argument saying that, just as in the world milk and 
water turn into curd and ice respectively without any external 
means, so is it here also (with Brahman). The next siitra, 

I 

has been interpreted in the following way. If it be said thal 
non-conscious beings like milk may change themselves without 
extraneous means into curds etc., Brahman being intelligent, like 
the potter, cannot be conceived to create without other external 
means. The answer is that gods and sages are reported in the 
sastras to have the ability to produce palaces and chariots by the 
shear force of their will. So .Brahman may create the world 
without any extraneous means 3 . 

i atFmtnsiji' ^ tosr, sra hiim 

(TDK. 2-1-24). 

RtFTTO 'jqfun I Rfl ^ 3W5R? RRTTOtci fill 

ri sini *jtyr sstfo Rfa'qlfl i 

(S. BSB. 2-1-24). 

3 SRK. p. 357. 
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Ramanujacarya’s interpretation of the sutra is also on these 
lines only. 

However, the example of milk turning into curd 1 is not fitting 
since that process requires external help like a favourable 
temperature and a fermenting agent. In a succeeding sutra (BS. 
2-2-3) Sankaracarya himself holds 2 that the actions of milk and 
water are due to the influence of a sentient Supreme Being in 
Ihem. Therefore, the example of milk turning into curd without 
any external help is not consistent with what he is going to 
establish later 3 . The illustrations of milk etc., and those of gods 
and sages producing things at will, have no place in Vivartavada 4 . 
II the Supreme Being creates the world by will-power just as gods 
and sages create palaces etc., then the world would not be unreal. 
Thus, the interpretation of these two ultras shown above, is not 
lound convincing. 


Madhvaciirya explains the sutras differently. The exposition 
nl the sutra 2-1-25 is as follows : 


I TOT % A- 

W-TTOft TOT WTOMMft WP 


If it be said that, on account of the ability to complete the 
lusk undertaken, perceived in Jlva, he cannot be said to lack 
Independent creativity, it is not so. Just as the milk found in 
(lie cow, is subject to the vitality or the life-principle in the 
row, other than the cow, in the same way the ability to complete 
Hie task undertaken, though visible in JTva, is subservient to 
ii Supreme Power called Brahman, other than the Jlva. The 


i 

1 

1 


(TC. III. p. 42). 

'I'flCjRT: ^ I (S. BSB. 2-2-3). 

lr44 3TR &T: 4*TT dFiiMW I (TC. III. p. 42). 

nlWil4OT«-dfu i 4^ =4 54 

■iW a (TC. in. p.42). 
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purport behind the illustration of the milk is that the food eaten 
by the cow is converted into milk by Prana , the vital force i.e. 
Brahman , in the cow. The same sentiment is seen in a verse 1 from 
Bhagavdgltii , which says that. “I (the Supreme Being) abide in 
the body of living beings and, becoming the gastric fire and 
associated with the vital airs, digest the four-fold food”. 

If one argues that the so-called Supreme Being does not exist 
at all, since He is not perceptible, and therefore, where is the 
question of JTva being subservient to Him, the next sutra answers 
the same. 

II to ^TT^fq to II (2-1-26) 

grfi; I frT: ? 3TTT 

m I 3TN dK<tl*lRHIfd ^ I 

Like the deities (described in scriptures as functioniiiK 
unseen), it is quite proper for the Supreme Being to exist 
without being perceived. When in the world even the inferior 
spirits (ghosts) are known to have the power of remainht|| 
unseen, what to talk of the Supreme Being ? 2 

Uptill now. it has been established that JTva does not have 
independent creativity, based on the observation of his inabiliis 
to do what is beneficial to him and avoid doing what is harmful 
The next sutra proves the same lack of independent creativity on 
the part of JTva, on another ground. 

II to fr^q^irbPRc|qc|HitK+IM) 3T to II 

(2-1-271 

This is a peculiar siitra. It neither raises an objeclmn 
(Piirvapaksa), nor states an established view ( Sicidhdnta ), nor uu 

1 3tf Kwrci *j?4T uiftHt i =41 #'hm « 

(BG. 15-14). 

2 | (An argument a fortiori ). 



I US .2-1-271 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 


299 


additional reason nor illustration in support of the established 
view. It simply poses a dilemma like that between a devil and 
the deep sea. In the first sutra of this Adhikarana , the Sutrakdra 
has established by the method of 1 reductio ad absurdum' a view 
that the individual soul (JTva) cannot be credited with independent 
creativity. Possibly, here also, the Sutrakdra follows the same 
method, rather more forcefully, and suggests that if one does not 
accept the view established in this Adhikarana , he would be on 
the horns of a dilemma. 

The exposition of the sutra, according to Madhvacarya, is as 
lollows. 

If it be said that JTva possesses independent creativity 
\kartrtva), then in all works either he should employ his entire 
creative energy which is contrary to general experience or if 
It Is accepted that he employs a part of his energy, it contradicts 
(he Smti which declares that JTva is partless. Here, the creative 
energy is not restricted to the physical energy, but stands for his 
physical and intellectual faculties, i.e. his entire personality. If the 
In si alternative is accepted, then it means that even for bringing 
it Made of grass JTva has to muster his entire energy, which is 
npninst the common experience. If the second alternative is 
m cepted, then it means that the JTva' s personality has parts, which 
i mitradicts the Sruti statement 1 that holds JTva as partless. 
Matlhvacarya quotes a saying 2 , which tells that “whenever an 
event defies logic then the only recourse is to attribute it to the 
I*ivine Will”. Based on this, the sutra is taken to conclude that 
itir creativity ( kartrtva ) of JTvas is subservient to the Supreme 

I 11*4 McMI $ 11(1151 Id I 1’ ffet lllRIM^Id: I 

(M USB. 2-1-27). 

•lk I (M. BSB. 2-1-17). 
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Being and non-acceptance of that leads to the dilemma mentioned 
therein. Thus, the purport of the Adhikarana is not explicitly 
mentioned in the sutra but is implied in the dialectic and wording 
of the sutra. 

Saiikaracarya treats this sutra and the next three, as a separate 
Adhikarana. Ramanujacarya on the other hand, treats this sutra and 
the next five as a single Adhikarana. Of course, there is continuity 
of ideas and arguments from this Adhikarana to the next. The 
difference between the two Adhikaranas is that, here the creativity 
of individual souls is under the scanner, but in the next, an 
objection against the causality of Brahman is being addressed 

Saiikaracarya treats the whole of previous sutra i.c 
krtsnaprasaktirniravayavatvasabdakopo vd as an objection anil 
interprets it as follows. “The objection is raised that if the whole 
of Brahman is transformed into the world, then Brahman would 
cease to exist and there is no point in asking us to see Brahman 
or in saying that Brahman is unborn. If, on the other hand, wo 
hold that a part of Brahman is transformed, then we assume thin 
Brahman is capable of being divided into parts. This would hr 
a direct violation of the texts, which declare that Brahman B 
partless, etc.’’ 1 . The succeeding three sutras are taken as refutinp 
this objection. 

The next sutra, ‘Srutes tu sabdamulatvdt ’, is interpreted im 
saying ‘but (it is not so) on account of Vedic testimony siiui 
Brahman's causality has its ground in Scripture’. The word 'in 
in the sutra indicates the refutation of the objection, as ‘it is inn 
so’ 2 . “Saiikaracarya states the objection again 3 . Brahman is citin'* 


1 SRK. p. 358. 

2 qftsdai <s. bsb. 2 - 1 - 27 ). 

3 ^ m prra qR vi fa 1 pro 91 qRmRd 1 arc Witon 

(S. BSB.2-1-27). 
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partless or is transformed partially. If it is partless, it is transformed 
as a whole or not at all. If it is only partially transformed, then 
it consists of parts. Sankaracarya overcomes the difficulties by 
his view that Brahman ever remains the same in reality. It does 
not undergo any change, though it is the ground of multiplicity 
of name and form in the phenomenal world” 1 . The succeeding 
ultra “atmani caivarii vicitras ca hi ’ i.e. “for, thus it is even 
within the Self and wondrous”, tells that, “So there may exist 
a manifold creation in Brahman without impairing his real nature” 2 , 
flic following sutra ‘ Svapaksadosacca ’ i.e. “and because 
there is fault in the opponent’s own view”, purports that if ‘the 
Smkhya theory of Pradhdna is considered, does it ( Pradhdna ) 
change into the world wholly or partially? If the former, there 
will be no Pradhdna ; if the latter, the view that it is partless must 
he given up” 2 . In short, these four siitras together convey that 
the Supreme Being has wonderful powers by which He creates 
the world out of Himself i.e. He gets transformed into the world, 
without losing His being wholly or in part 4 , for it is so stated 
m scriptures. 

But, all this discussion on whether Brahman gets itself 
ii.msformed into the world, either wholly or in part, fits in the 
doctrine of Parindmavdda and has no place in Vivartavdda 
advocated by Sankaracarya. In the standard illustrations 
• 'I Vivartavdda like the snake seen in place of rope or the silver 
.ini in place of a shell, neither the rope modifies into snake 
mu the shell alters into silver. Moreover, Sankaracarya has 
ahrady established his Vivartavdda as the authentic scriptural 
view of Vedanta , earlier in Tadananyatvadhikarana (i.e. 
\mmbhanddhikarana comprising sutras 2-1-15 to 21, according 
m Sankaracarya) and in Prakrtyadhikarana (BS. 1-4-24 to 28). 


M(K. p. 359. 
M<K p. 360. 

■ M(K p. 360. 

- IlNK. 1. p. 394. 
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Therefore, the objector 1 2 3 is not expected to forget so quickly and 
to confuse himself with the transformation of Brahman into the 
world. Further, the import of the siitra ‘Srutestu sahdamulatvat' 
that Brahman s causality of the world can be known only through 
sahdaprdmana i.e. Vedic testimony and not through perception 
or inference, does not necessarily lead to the conclusion that 
Brahman is the substratum of the illusory appearance of the world*. 
If the Siilrakdra wanted to expound Vivartavdda , then instead ol 
giving the example of milk turning into curd, in the previous 
Adhikarana , he would have relied on illustrations like dreams, 
which are more conducive to Vivartavadd*. Thus, the interpretation 
of these four sutras by Sankaracarya, is far from convincing. 

Ramanujacarya also interprets these siitras on similar lines 4 . 
The first siitra poses a dilemma for considering Brahman as the 
material cause of the world. The second sutra refutes this objection 
and states that Brahman is without parts and yet the material 
cause of the world, since the scriptures declare so. In supersensuous 
matters scriptures alone are the authority and ordinary standards 
of reasoning do not apply there. The third one declares that 
Brahman is of a different category altogether from the sentient 
and insentient world, and has manifold supernatural powers. The 
fourth siitra turns the accusing finger of the opponent towards 
himself and states that the opponent’s view also is subject to these 
very objections. 

"But the difficulty is that in Ramanujacarya’s philosophy 
Brahman , pure and simple, is never the material cause of Ihe 
world. It is only Brahman qualified by Acit in its subtle stale 
{sukstna-acid-visista) that is the cause. That being so, lin 

1 N'Wt'H JThrcH lltij (TC. III. p. 431 

2 BNK. 1. p. 395 

3 

I (TC. III. 43) 

4 Sribhasya- SV. 2-1 -26 (o 29. 
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Purvapaksa based on Brahman being partless can be raised with 
reference to this qualified Brahman. It has already been established 
by Ramanujacarya in the Prakrty adhikarana (BS. 1-4-24 to 28) 
that this qualified Brahman is the material cause of the world. 
I'here is thus no justification whatever to reopen the issue here” 1 . 

Madhvacarya takes the five surras starting from the following 
one, as a separate Adhikarana. In the previous Adhikarana , the 
I'urvapaksin's contention has been that instead of assuming the 
imperceptible Brahman as the cause of the world, it would be 
u-asonable to ascribe that causality to Jiva , whose creativity is 
known. This argument has been refuted there by various reasonings, 
the last one of them being that the ascription of causality to JTva 
would be subject to the dilemma that in all works he should either 
employ his entire creative energy or a part of it, both leading to 
iibsurd conclusions. Turning the table on the Siddhantin, the 
I'tirvapaksin comes up with the argument that in that case the 
i icalivity of the Supreme Being may also be subject to the same 
dilemma. The following siltra refutes the contention. 

II # II (2-1-28) 

f 4 3T I 1 5T \ fcT: I 

•l.qH se ^ w 

•(IbibRN: W 9^11444 ST I 

The word tu in the sutra can be taken either as an emphatic 
I'niiicle or in the sense “on the contrary’. (It indicates the contrast 
lit i ween the creativity of JTva discussed in the previous Adhikarana 
in«l that of the Supreme Being, to be considered here). On the 

miilrary (i.e. as against the creativity of Jivas), the creativity 
•4 the Supreme Being is not subject to the dilemma, whether 


IINK. I. p. 397. 

«K1 SWFf ^ tTFt 51^5^1 rR=RT^ 51^57^1 

.IDK. 2-1-28) 
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in every work He uses His entire energy or a part of it, because 
Sruti tells that the Supreme Being is capable of possessing 
attributes, which are considered in ordinary usage as mutually 
exclusive. If it be said that even if Sruti tells, how can we 
accept that attributes which are considered contradictory in 
common logic, can exist simultaneously at the same location, 
the reply is that in matters which can be comprehended only 
through verbal testimony ( sabdapramana ), inference cannot 
contradict the same, just as perception cannot contradict 
unperceivable things. For example, a deaf person cannot judge 
whether a singer is singing well or not, just by looking at him. 
Similarly, when Sruti tells 1 that Brahman is smaller than the small 
and bigger than the big, one cannot question how a thing can be 
both small and big, which defies common logic. 

This is a complex sutra. It contains two probanses and therefore 
involves two syllogisms. The proposition for the first syllogism 
is constructed in keeping with the thought process in the preceding 
Adhikarana. The proposition for the second syllogism replies a 
possible objection against the assertion in the first syllogism. 

The next sutra provides another reason why inference cannot 
contradict matters regarding the Supreme Being. 

II t<j 3TTFITH ft 3% |l (2-1-29) 

aiKiaits^lRot I I STTcBM ^ TOTTcBH qcf 

^NiltTR^TB^T: 3TOTO1: 5 TtF^: ft I H 

The first ca in the sutra is an emphatic particle and thi* 
last one is conjunctive. As is well-known, the Supreme Beinu 
alone can have such strange powers which can defy common 
logic and accomplish things ordinarily considered in< 
impossible. And therefore there is no contradiction. To justify 


i aiuil<UM'4l«i. HfHT 3Tlcm I (Kaiha. Up. 1-2-20) 
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dial this is well-known, Madhvacarya quotes a mantra 1 from 
Svctdsvataropanisad which says that, "the primordial Supreme 
Being has strange powers and others do not have that kind of 
powers." 

If it be said that in case the Supreme Being can defy the logic 

hi the dilemma posed by the sutra "Krtsnaprasaktir .”, then 

die J\va, who is also sentient like the Supreme Being, can as well 
defy that logic, the next sutra answers the contention. 

II & II (2-1-30) 

4«il^ ^lclr^l^^l^r=INN=|itllThHT^HIH, 3TTORT 

»rrrj 

Ca is for emphasis. JTvas (though sentient) should not be 
credited with the ability to defy ordinary logic, because of 
drawbacks only such as being subject to the dilemma of 
employing cither the entire creative energy or a part of it in 
every work etc.; and also because they do not have the attributes 
ascribed to the Supreme Being, such as being established by 
Suit is, knowability only through verbal testimony and 
possession of strange powers etc., which justify the ability to 
defy ordinary logic. 

If one doubts that these strange powers of the Supreme Being, 
iiicli as being capable of accomplishing the impossible and defying 
iimimon logic, may not be true in all matters and at all times, 
die next sutra removes that doubt. 

II 3% 'H^lqRil ^ # II (2-1-31) 

I ^RT fR ^Rq^HR^^R I ^ 

'Ml tfrffcqidj 

I |.»f=^2ETI%J: 3^: 301TT R *3: I fRt ^tTT^^tlt: 1 

(M USB. 2-1-29) 
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Ca in the sutra is a conjunctive particle. The word ' devata' 
is taken from the Visayavakya. So it is said that the Divinity 
called Atman posseses that kind of powers which are true in 
all matters and at all times since it is told so in the Sruti text. 

The Visayavakya referred to here, is a mantra 1 from 
caturvedasikhci, quoted by Madhvaearya which declares that, "that 
immortal, unchanging, ever happy, eternal. Supreme Divinity 
called Atman is said to possess all the powers, true in all matters 
and at all limes”. 

Since the discussion on strange powers of Brahman started 
with the masculine word 'dtmani' (BS. 2-1-29), the term upetali 
should have been found here. But a feminine term upetd is used 
in the sutra, to suggest the reference to the Sruti text where a 
feminine word devata is used 1 2 3 4 5 . 


If one doubts how creativity could be ascribed to Brahman 
having no organs of action like hands and feet, the next sutra 
clears that doubt. 


II & feWMlillcI to II (2-1-32) 


H prW:’’ 4 # ^Tbc^l^l 5 


The word ‘ na ’ is to be repeated. If it be said that the 
Supreme Being cannot be ascribed with creativity since “He 

does not possess organs like eyes, ears, hands, feet etc.” as told 

✓ / 

by the Sruti, it is not so because it is declared in the Sruti tluil 


1 W^'chl 3TT HI 1^1 TT iHr'-iV-ll S-jHI ^ m 5TTH3c3TSrlO!>1 

^ 3R[Frl II 5RI =?^RramTHl (M. BSB. 2-1-31) 

2 5irrHHlr!iN+.HI< 3TB: SB ^ TOR Scg^: I (TDK. 2-1-31 I 

3 Mund. Up. 1-16. 

4 Sveta. Up. 3-19. 

5 M. BSB. 2-1-32. 
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“He can be swift without legs, can hold without hands, see 
without eyes and hear without ears”. The import is that those 
who have an ordinary physical body, need sense organs to acquire 
knowledge from outside, need organs of action to work, need 
some ground to support their bodies etc. But, the Supreme Being 
having an omniscient, all-powerful, happiness personified, 
extraordinary and trans-empirical form, needs no such organs or 
instruments for creation. 

Sahkaracarya treats this sutra and the preceding one as a 
separate Adhikarana. The previous sutra, 'Sarvopetd ca 
uiddarsanat' has been interpreted as saying that, "Brahman is 
endowed with all wonderful powers as seen in Sruti'' 1 . The present 
\ttira is understood as refuting an objection that in the absence 
of any organs, how can Brahman create the world, though having 
oil powers. The sutra avers that Brahman can exercise all powers 
without having any organs and in support of this Sahkaracarya 
ipiotes the same mantra (Sveta. Up. 3-19), seen above in 
Madhvacarya’s interpretation. But he adds 2 that, “ Brahman is 
• oneeived as being endowed with powers when we assume in its 
nature an element of plurality which is the product of Avidyd 

All this explanation is not convincing. All this discussion on 
these suiras does not Fit in the doctrine of Vivartavada, advocated 
liy Sahkaracarya. “Since Brahman in Vivartavada is only the 
substratum of the illusory appearance of the world, the objection 
to Brahman's being the cause of the world on the ground of its 
having no body or senses and the reply to such an objection that 
Brahman has adequate Saktis are all misplaced” 4 - 5 . 

I U^IWJtW TO $H: di^MTcl fif <4hid I (S. BSB. 2-1-30). 

fcTO^iTOTOri (S. BSB. 2-1-31). 

' NKK. p. 361. 

I URlfaBHcRfq faille! R 

iTC. III. p. 44). 

' liNK. I. p. 397. 



308 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASLTRAS 


| BS.2-1-31,32.331 


Ramanujacarya also interprets these two sutras on similar 
lines. The first sutra says that 1 , "The Supreme Deity, unlike other 
entities, is endowed with all powers. The Srutis present that kind 
of Supreme Divinity only”. The second one is interpreted as 
follows 2 . 'If it be said that (though endowed with all powers), 
Bahaman without instruments cannot start any work, the sutra 
says that this objection has been answered earlier (BS. 2-1-27,28) 
that the Supreme Being, who can be known only through scriptures 
and is different from other entities, is capable of producing various 
effects even without the necessary accessories”. 

But, these interpretations do not go well with Ramanujacarya’s 
doctrine of creation. B.N.K. Sharma says: ‘In Ramanujacarya’s 
philosophy Brahman, pure and simple is never the material cause 
of the world. It is only Brahman qualified by Acit in its subtle 
state (suksma-acid-visista) that is the cause. — The Siddhanta 
position that Brahman can well be the material cause — because 
of Its being endowed with the highest powers is not very much 
to the point. If the possessor of the highest powers is Brahman 
in its substantival aspect (visexya) unqualified by Suksma-acit, it 
is certainly not the material cause in Ramanujacarya’s theory. The 
true material cause is not thus identical with the one possessing 
the highest powers. If it is the qualified Brahman that possesses 
these highest powers, it is doubtful if such a Brahman which is 
virtually unable to prevent itself from becoming exposed to various 
imperfections in the course of such transformation into the world 
of objects can properly be said to possess the highest powers’”. 

II HWMririTrild. II (2-1-33) 

1 nri <^wPd 

(Sribhasya 2-1-30). 

2 ^ qnqRWf: fti 

(BS.2-1-27. 28)” r ??^aHJ 

^ I (Sribhasya 2-1-31). 

3 BNK. 1. p. 397, 398. 
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Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya treat this surra (BS. 2-1- 
32 according to them) as an objection and the next one as a reply 
lo it. Sankaracarya interprets the sutra as follows. The sentient 
Supreme Being cannot be the creator of this world, because 
activity on the part of a sentient being presupposes a purpose to 
attain something; and if a self-serving motive is ascribed to Him, 
it would contradict the Sruti which declares Him to be perpetually 
fully contented 1 . The next sutra ‘Lokavat tu lllakaivalyam (BS. 
2-1-33) refutes the above contention with the word ‘tu (but) and 
tells that just as a king, who has no unfulfilled desires, engages 
himself in a sporting activity spontaneously without any other 
motive, “in the same way Brahman' s activity also is a spontaneous 
sporting behaviour without any other motive” 2 . 

However, all this talk of a motive behind the acts of any 
sentient being and the spontaneous sporting act of Brahman without 
any other motive etc. is out of tune with the Advaita doctrine 3 . 
According to the said philosophy, the world is a mere illusory 
appearance on the substratum of Brahman, like a snake seen on 
a rope. One cannot attach any motive to a frightened person 
seeing a snake in place of a rope nor can that person be said to 
be indulging in a sportive act. Brahman also cannot be charged 
with a sportive act of deluding either Himself or the other sentient 
beings into thinking that an illusory world exists. 

Possibly being aware of this situation, Sankaracarya adds a 
rider that 4 ‘it should not be lost sight of that the creation told by 


i 


d ^ MtUlrUI IfB:? W<4fctTOf3Rt. 

Sqqfq srjR: WTTrSR: MlWld HtHIcHH: 

■sjpUM I (S. BSB. 2-1-32). 

I (S.BSB. 2-1-33). 


auw'ta) to wu*# gi i (tc. iii. p. 46).\ 
m tij 'WutuPbrt ^tTOtrro^'tTOTTn^TOTOtntnfatTOTti, 93nrH- 

TO RtrofclHJ (S. BSB. 2-1-33). 
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the Sruti is not in the sense of true spiritual knowledge, but is 
told with reference to the illusory appearance of the world and 
its purport is to establish that Brahman is the indwelling spirit 
in all”. But it hardly improves the situation. 

Ramanujacarya holds that all activities have a motive, either 
to benefit oneself or others. Brahman being self-sufficient, has 
nothing to gain for Itself by the creation; neither can it be for the 
sake of JTvas , for in that case. Brahman would have created a 
world full of happiness, out of pity for the Jivas, and not this 
world full of sufferings. Therefore, Brahman cannot be the cause 
of this world. According to Ramanujacarya, the second sutra (BS. 
2-1-33) tells that, even as kings engage themselves in activity like 
playing with a ball, without any motive but for mere amusement, 
so also Brahman without any purpose to gain, engages Itself in 
creating this world as a mere pastime 1 . 

(Gurudeva) R. D. Ranade does not appear to be satisfied with 
all these theories about creation. In his work, “Vedanta, the 
culmination of Indian Thought”, he observes: “The problem ol 
the creation of the world by God defies explanation and no 
solution appears to be final” 2 . He also remarks that “after all 
none can boast of having given a rational explanation of God’s 
ways”. One need not take such a pessimistic view. Possibly, such 
a despair springs from our expectation that this explanation aboul 
creation should concur with our rational thinking, i.e. it should 
be within the framework of our common logic. But the Sutrakarn 
is telling time and again that it is not. He has just told in a previous 
sutra, srutestu sabdamulatvat (BS. 2-1-28) that in matters which 
can be comprehended only through verbal testimony, inference 
(i.e. common logic) is of no avail. He has started this enquiry into 
Brahman, stating that the Supreme Being who is the cause of tins 
creation (Janmadyasya yatah), can be known only through 


1 Snbhiisya - SV 2-1-32, 33. 

2 BNK. I. p. 404. 
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scriptures ( sdstrayonitvdt ). These Brahmasutras, composed by 
Badarayanavyasa, the exponent of Vedanta school of philosophy, 
are universally accepted as forming the manual of Vedanta. 
Therefore, having accepted Vedanta as the culmination of Indian 
Thought, we have no other go but to accept and understand these 
ultras with the help of an unbiased and objective interpretation, 
even if it goes against common logic or against the doctrine of 
one teacher {dearya) or the other. 

Madhvacarya treats both these sutras as Siddhantasutras only. 
The first siitra is interpreted as follows: 

^ fcf:? BFJ 

HIHMI'-dc'MTdld, 4>c4l«£iM I 1 

The creativity of the Supreme Being under consideration, 
is without any purpose to gain anything for Himself, because 
lie has no needs. That is, He has attained all that is to be 
nllained since He is full of bliss, and therefore it is accepted 
I hat His propensity to create is without any motive to gain 
anything. The word na in the sutra is repeated in the exposition. 
In \h\s Adhikarana the Purvapaksin is presenting another dilemma, 
whether the Lord has any motive behind creation or not. If it be 
Mini that the Lord engages Himself in these activities of creation, 
sustenance etc. in order to gain something, then it means that the 
I nrd is wanting in something, which contradicts the Sruti. If it 
he said that the Lord has no motive, then where is the question 
n| creating something, because no sentient being acts without any 
niiiiivc to gain something? Hence, the Supreme Being may not 
he ihe cause of creation. 2 

The sutra refutes this contention, and implies that even without 
•my purpose action is possible. The Siitrakara holds the proposition 


• 11 " 2 - 1 - 33 . 

.I'ltilVtlUHsp I 3 SB! I frl: (TP. 2-1-33). 
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that ‘no sentient being acts without any purpose’, as not invariably 
true. A lecturer when he is absorbed in his subject or a singer in 
his ecstatic moment may move his head and hands, without any 
purpose. 

If one doubts that when there is no purpose, how can u 
considerate person like the Supreme Being be expected to act, the 
next siitra answers. 

II cSltf l e b<=|«7<4H s II (2-1-34) 

^ I d^lMlR^I T^TT W f^TPTlft 

The word tu is in the sense of ‘only’. Just as the acts of 
dancing and singing of an overjoyed person etc. in the world, 
are without any purpose, in the same way, the creation and 
sustenance of this world by the Supreme Being is only 11 
sporting act, which flows from His pure joy without any 
specific purpose. 

The word kaivalyam added to lila is significant. It suggest* 
that the creation etc. is a sportive act isolated from any purpose 
behind it. All sportive acts are not without purpose. For example, 
the games played by professional sportsmen and the dance ami 
music performed by artistes for material gain, and even those 
performed by the amateurs for the sake of pleasure, do not qualils 
to be called as iTlakaivalyam, because they are deliberate ad* 
done with a purpose and involve effort. Therefore, the exampli 
of a King taking a stroll in a garden or playing with a ball Ini 
pleasure, adduced by Saiikaracarya and Ramanujacarya, is not 
befitting 1 . On the contrary, the moving of hands and feet by n 
child lying in a cradle after feeding, the nodding or tapping l>\ 
a person while listening to music, bathroom-singing and the rotating 

I 4^3,1?1 53 fllltl 

?ia era I SjleUt-lI'HtalelJ (TC. 111. p. 46). "rtltfl $<-31 <|ti 

I 5RI 4>3rtrttri3 ftriffTT ugan (AV.) (TC. HI. p. 46), 
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of a key-chain by a joyous man wandering aimlessly can be called 
as ITldkaivalyam. It is not an act for the sake of pleasure but that, 
which flows from pleasure. There are two criteria involved. One 
is that the act requires negligible effort indicated by the word Ilia. 
The other is that there should be no motive to gain something 
Irom the act, signified by the word kaivalyam. Moreover, the act 
also depends on the in-born propensity of the person, because 
every one may not rotate the key-chain or sing in the bathroom, 
f urther, the dancing and singing of a drunk person and the help 
Itiven by a compassionate person to a needy one without any 
motive to gain something, also qualify to be called as ITldkaivalyam. 

I lien, in which category can we put the creation, sustenance etc. 
til the world by the Supreme Being? One cannot say that the 
Supreme Being engages Himself in futile activities like rotating 
ii key-chain, nor can He be expected to dance in an intoxicated 
slate. Therefore, as we see in the world compassionate people 
working for the benefit of others only, the creation by the most 
merciful Lord is for the benefit of other creatures only 1 . There 
is nothing objectionable in holding so 2 . Madhvacarya quotes 
iippropriate Sruti and Smrti in support of this view. 

10 

II & * uAsMItWT ft ^fafcT & II 

(2-1-35) 

This is an important Adliikarana dealing with the problem of 
ilisparity and cruelty seen in society. Sahkaracarya and 
Mmlhvacarya treat this sutra and the next two as forming one 
\dhikarana. However, Ramanujacarya has included this sutra 
mill the remaining three sutras of this Pada , in the previous 
\ilhikarana only. 

I (VKJV1. 2-1-34). 
i ll> 2-1-34). 
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Sankaracarya interprets the sutra as follows, The Purvapaksin 
argues that, since there is inequality and pain in the world, Brahman 
is either partial and cruel or Brahman is not the cause of the world. 
The sutra refutes this charge. The charges of partiality and cruelly 
are not applicable to the Supreme Being, because He has other 
considerations too. As the rain is common cause of crops of rice 
and barley and the differences are due to the potentialities of 
seeds, in the same way the Supreme Being is the common cause 
of creation while the diversities are due to the individual merits 
and demerits'. Sruti supports this view. The next sutra, "mi 
karmavibhagaditi cennanaditvat' ’ has been interpreted as follows 
If it be contended that since there could be no merit or demcril 
before the creation, the first creation at least should have been 
free from inequalities, the answer is that the world is without n 
beginning. Like seed and sprout, merits, demerits and the inequality 
are caused as well as causes 1 2 . The third sutra, ‘upapadyate 
cdpyupalabhyate ca’, confirms the beginninglessness ( andditvn) 
of the world, saying that it can be justified also and is observed 
in scriptures also. If the world had a beginning, it would follow 
that it came into being without a cause and the released souls 
could return to samsdra. Then, there would be no justification lot 
inequalities. As already said, the Lord cannot be the cause ot 
inequalities. Avidyd (ignorance, illusion) cannot be the cause as 
it is of a uniform nature. Without karma (deeds leading to merits 
and demerits) no one can come into existence. Without cominp 
into existence karma cannot be formed. So we must accept that 
the world is without a beginning 3 . 

This beginninglessness of the karma as an answer to (he 
problem of disparity in the world is as good as telling that Vedanta 

1 ItwAvjul) ^ iw) SRfwfif | Wl H.W'tl 

n<rin i a RtF^ihih q? are miKu i iH swnvr •i*wi 

a jpqft | ^s. BSB. 2-1-34). 

2 SRK. p. 364. 

3 SRK. p. 364. 
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has no answer for this problem. It amounts to saying that the 
disparity has to be accepted without questioning. 

Can the disparity in the world be explained away so easily 
as Brahman is the common indifferent cause like rain and the 
difference is due to individual merits and demerits? Kausltakl 
Upanisad tells 1 that "the Supreme Being only makes whomsoever 
lie wishes to lead up from this world do good deeds and the one 
whom He wishes to pull down do bad deeds' ’. Therefore, Brahman 
cannot be absolved of the charge of partiality and cruelty on the 
plea that Brahman is only the common indifferent cause 2 . 

Moreover, in Vivartavada ■’ where Brahman is the substratum 
of the illusory world like the screen in a cinema. Brahman cannot 
he charged with partiality and cruelty for the disparity and pain 
in the world, just as the screen cannot be blamed for what happens 
on the screen. Even if saguna Brahman or Isvara i.e. Brahman 
plus Maya, is considered as the projector of this world, the projector 
can hardly be blamed for the disparity in the creatures projected 4 . 
Hhamatl agrees with this 5 , and accepts that Advaita doctrine cannot 
explain the disparity in the world 6 . 

Ramanujacarya interprets the sutra “ vaisamyanairghrnye ... 
on (he same line and asserts that Brahman cannot be ascribed with 
ihe charge of partiality and cruelty because the disparity in the 
world is according to the past deeds of individual souls 7 . 


i 


I 

I 


r. 


‘'rn cl MHJJTfRT^rl M.4 3 ^ 'tiK.Mld 

‘•t Wit FRriH’ fin I (Kaiis. Up. 3-8). 

<rq fc^nfet 'WqrciHfnKIcU 

<TC. III. p. 50). 

UkdcH ^1 ymWHI-MH 3T (TC. 111. p. 52).\ 


IINK. I. p 411. 

41 d dvju*mj (Bhamail 2-1-34) (BNK. 1. p. 411). 

^ d l kd-fecd^ ^S^I j| tjfe: 5Td d SFRcW, I 

l HhfimatT 2-1-34) (BNK. I. p. 411). 

•I UnWlHt I 

i Srjbhasya 2-1-34). 
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Ramanujacarya reads the next two sutras together as one siitra 
and interprets as follows. Though Brahman alone existed before 
creation and nothing else, the individual souls and their past deeds 
form an eternal stream, which is beginningless. Further. 
Ramanujacarya explains that, "even though the individual souls 
are beginningless, Sruti declares that nothing but Brahman existed 
before creation, because the individual souls without names and 
forms existed before creation in a very subtle form, as Brahman' s 
body, almost non-distinguishable from Brahman"'. Thus, 
according to Ramanujacarya. in addition to Brahman, the JTvas 
along with their karma existed without a beginning, in a subtle 
form and as the body of Brahman, before creation. But this does 
not provide any additional reason for the disparity in the world, 
other than the beginningless karma of JTvas, which is clearly 
inadequate. As interpreted by Madhvacarya, the exposition of the 
siltra is as follows. 


HFPTft RTFHT ^ 

IjqWHfcjuq ^ ^ £cT: | MMWtIHWNI^I 

cTOT ft ^1H: I 


If it be said that the Supreme Being has made some happy 
and others miserable, without considering their deeds and 
without any reason, and therefore He is guilty of partiality 
and cruelty, then (the siitra asserts that) He cannot be deemed 
to be guilty of partiality and cruelty because He rewards and 
punishes persons according to their merits and demerits 
(earned in the present or past lives) and not without any 
reason. The Sruti tells the same thing. 

Madhvacarya quotes an appropriate Sruti mantra 2 in support of 
the above contention, which says that, "the Supreme Being takes a 
person to the heaven or hell according to his good or bad deeds’' 


l 

1 


d<H(KHsfq ^ qH: 

grefa cifcK qiqq ’WtJ (Prasna Up. 3-7). 
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In spite of the above explanation, if the objector still holds 
the Supreme Being guilty of partiality, because even the deeds 
of the persons are under the control of the Supreme Being only, 
the next sulra answers the objection. 

II ^ $ II 

(2-1-36) 

^4 3TTWTT^ dHIIN 

dtjJ-dlR ^Pu-dKId, # ^ ?T 

3HTT^T^l 

Since the Jiva is not free to do any deed independently and 
nil his deeds are under the control of the Supreme Being, there 
Is no other deed left with reference to which the Supreme 
Itcing can reward or punish the Jiva; and therefore if it be 
said that in case the Lord rewards or punishes the Jiva taking 
Into account His own deeds, then He cannot escape from the 
charge of partiality and cruelty, it is not so; because the chain 
nf Karma (merits and demerits acquired through deeds) for 
each transmigrating Jiva goes back indefinitely and has no 
recognizable beginning i.e. it is beginningless ( anadi) 1 . 

What the sutra is telling is as follows. No doubt, it is the Lord 
I limself Who makes a Jiva to do good or bad deeds, but He does 
m> taking into account that Jiva' s (karma) deeds in previous life. 
And in previous life the Lord made that Jiva to do good or bad 
deeds taking into account that Jiva' s karma of still earlier stage. 
I his series of karma goes back endlessly, i.e. karma is 
Ivginningless. 

If the Purvapaksin argues that in case the Supreme Being 
rewards or punishes the Jivas , depending on their karma (deeds) 
llion He cannot be said to be absolutely independent, the next 
w ura answers the objection. 


I VKM. 2-1-36. 
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II 3* ^ % II (2-1-37) 

| fdld'Hdfafcl 5N: I 3#T Wlrl'^^MM'tlcI ^ 

(«h*foli) clFl *<tl 1 4Wlcqi<lJ It[ 

^ I Hiyln^NW STH "W^lRdm ^ fc^sf: I 

The particle ca is for emphasis. The word ‘independence’ is 
to be supplied for completing the construction. Though the 
Supreme Being depends upon the deeds (karma) of individual 
souls for rewarding or punishing them, it is quite proper to 
accept His independence i.e. His independence remains 
unaffected, because those deeds are under His control only. 
Such disparity and cruelty resulting from a reference to the 
deeds of JTvas (while rewarding or punishing), do exist (in the 
world) and they are justified in the Sruti. Therefore, this type 
of disparity and cruelty do not amount to a defect of character 
in Brahman. 

In this Adhikarana, the Purvapaksin is on a pretty solid 
ground. The disparity and cruelty are visible in the world and the 
Lord being the creator and controller, cannot escape from the 
blame for them. Saiikaracarya and Ramanujacarya are on the 
defensive and are trying to explain that the disparity is due to the 
merits and demerits of transmigrating individuals and this 
transmigration is beginningless. The merits, demerits and the 
inequality are caused as well as causes like seed and sprout. This 
third sutra has been interpreted as confirming the beginninglessness 
of the JFvas. Thus, the debate has reached a stalemate and the 
original objection remains unanswered. 

Madhvacarya, on the other hand, after interpreting the first 
two sutraa in the same way as done by Sahkaracarya and 
Ramanujacarya, takes a belligerent stand while interpreting this 
sutra in order to come out of the stalemate and to repulse the 
formidable objection effectively. He boldly accepts that, “(Ycs.i 
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there is disparity in the world and the Supreme Being is hard¬ 
hearted; it is stated in the Sruti, and it is also stated that this be 
no longer regarded as a defect or blemish in the character of the 
I ord" 1 . In support, Madhvacarya quotes 2 a mantra, which says 
that, “He, the Supreme Being, makes JTvas do good or bad deeds 
and yet He is not at all to be blamed for the disparity in the world, 
lor He, the unborn, is independent, omnipotent and the virtues 
and vices of the people exist because of Him". 


The above mantra does not claim to offer any solution to the 
problem of disparity in the world. It only states the facts about 
(he case, the boundaries of the problem. It is upto the various 
tochers and preachers to explain the teleology, within these 
parameters, since these, being authoritative statements 
{fnamdnavakya), are unquestionable. 


Madhvacarya holds that 3 along with Brahman, an infinitely 
large multitudes of JTvas having different capabilities and 
naiure exist without a beginning ( anadi ). There is no creation 4 of 
•anils as such in Vedanta. The Lord makes these JTvas do good 
m had deeds according to their propensity and intrinsic fitness 
u •oxyata) and rewards or punishes according to their deeds 
without extra favour to anyone. The resulting inequalities in the 
world can be ascribed only to the basic diversity of natures 
and capabilities of JTvas. BhagavadgTtd (17-3) 5 also tells that “the 
laiili of each man takes the shape given to it by the stuff of 


i 


iimitt ctr?5f Iimmiik 'Jnd w 4c<ti<i ^ if srnpjfaawi, Wet i 

l ITD.2-1-37). 


twiqrtsHiR<iK: 


nmwji 5 th (M. bsb. 2-1 -37). 

c-.'t ^ WTRl ^ t#rt H I 


1 llliag. 2-10-12), (M. BSB.2-1-37). 


IINK. I. p. 408. 

WcT vfRB | (As translated by Aurobindu Ghosh in his 
Message of the Gita’, p. 233, fn.) (BGB. p. 454). 
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his being”. Taking the same example of rice and barley, 
mentioned earlier, the Lord provides the seeds with not only 
rain but also the required nourishments and favourable 
climate and makes them grow but as rice and barley. The 
Lord does not choose to change rice into barley or vice versa , 
though He is competent to do so. Why should He? Otherwise 
the world would have reduced to a stark uniformity of only 
one type of tree, flower, fruit etc. Is it desirable? The beauty 
of nature lies in its diversity. Thus, the Supreme Being cannot 
be said to be lacking in equity because of the inequalities in the 
world resulting from His equality of treatment to all according 
to their worth. 

Sankaracarya seeks to explain the disparity in a different way 1 
and others follow suit. He is sure that neither the Lord nor the 
Avidya can be the cause of disparity and he attributes it to Avidyil 
coupled with the deeds prompted by the vdsands of individual 
souls. But vdsands are the impressions left over on the mind by 
the past deeds and thus they are caused as well as causes like seed 
and sprout. This again leads us to the stalemate of endless 
regression. Therefore, without accepting the beginninglcss 
existence of Jivas having different propensities and capabilities, 
the Supreme Being cannot be absolved of the blemish for the 
disparities in the world 2 . 

11 

II # II (2-1-3H) 


All the commentators understand this sutra, more or less in 
the same way. Sankaracarya and Madhvacarya treat this sutra ns 

'Wm+kI FCTgj (S. BSB. 2-1-36). 

2 'W'MiR ere. in. p. 51). 
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a separate Adhikarana while Ramanujacarya includes this in the 
previous Adhikarana. 

Sankaracarya interprets the sutra as follows 1 . Whereas the 
Brahman is shown to possess all the qualities like omniscience, 
omnipotence etc. necessary to be the cause of the world, the 
doctrine of Upanisads that the Brahman is the cause of the world 
should no longer be doubted. Ramanujacarya interprets the sutra 
m the same way. 

Madhvacarya interprets the sutra as follows. 

VJRTOli sIMM^IK^lHi ^ 5T5TNT 

“*FT ; # spa 

Brahman is conceived as the abode of all auspicious 
attributes like omniscience, bliss etc. and as being devoid of 
all the blemishes like grief, enmity etc., because it is quite 
logical i.e. because its logicality has been demonstrated. The 
term ca (in the sutra ) indicates that (not only the inference 
hut) the Sruti (which tells that) “the Brahman possesses the 
attributes, stated (as well as not stated) in the scriptures and 
even those appearing quite contradictory—also supports 
the view that it is not illogical to hold that Brahman has all 
the auspicious attributes and is devoid of all the defects. 

In the previous Adhikaranas , some particular cases of 
iiiguments against Brahman's causality of the world and other 
•iiii ibutes as well as the absence of defects have been considered. 
In this concluding sutra of the Pada, the Sutrakdra makes a general 
ni.iiement that there is nothing illogical in accepting Brahman 
.f. having all the auspicious attributes and devoid of any defects. 

^Imm% <^Ri*t, 5Rt I (S. BSB. 2-1-38). 
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In support of the Sutrakdra 's above contention, Madhvacarya 
quotes an appropriate mantra' from Sauparnasruti , which tells 
that, “there is no doubt that the Supreme Being possesses all the 
auspicious attributes that are expressly stated, not so stated, 
appearing contradictory, conceivable and inconceivable and also 
that He has no defects stated as well as believed by the ignorant”, 

This sutra clearly goes against the concept of Brahman devoid 
of all attributes 1 2 . 


☆ if ☆ 


1 gpit: qi^STaj ig WVrlJHp 5IfI I 

qara aiffs natal: n (M. bsb. 2-1-38). 

2 ^ nfafaroa i (tc. in. P . 53). 



Chapter IX 
Adhyaya II, Pada 2 

*IT<v I) 

As already said, the purpose of studying the nature and 
attributes of Brahman, the source of creation etc., through 
scriptures, is to get rid of the painful and endless transmigration. 
In the first Adhyaya it is shown how the scriptures disclose some 
• ti the innumerable facets of Brahman’s majesty. Along with this 
system of philosophy, known as Vedanta or UttaramTmdmsd, 
there are a number of other doctrines developed and preached by 
various thinkers and philosophers in India. These systems are also 
us old as the Upanisads and some philosophers even claim support 
of the Upanisads for their teachings. Their aim also is the release 
Irom the painful transmigration ( apavarga ). Great names like 
Kapila, Gautama, Kanada, Patanjali are associated with these 
schools. They too have some apparent convincing arguments and 
have good followings. With due respects to these philosophers 
and their followers, the Sutrakara chooses to disclose the flaws 
mi these tenets, lest the students of Vedanta may be carried away 
l*y them and get confused. Some of the general arguments of these 
iloctrines against Vedanta, have been refuted in the previous 
1'iiila. In this Pada, the Sutrakara proposes to expose the defects 
in the tenets of these hostile schools, one by one. 

There are two groups of these rival schools'. One is known 
us llaituka or rationalist, and the other as Pdsanda or heretical. 
I lie doctrines viz. Nydya, Vaisesika, Sdtikhya, Yoga are known 
us llaituka, while Bauddha, Jaina , Pasupata etc. are known as 
I'tiMinda. 

These rival schools of philosophy are called as Samayas and 
therefore, this Pada is known as Samayapcida. 

• iWK+’JII'?! ^ I ?NtMl^ldK4l^ t TTWl ffrt ^tfrfrTT: II (HKctfUJIc! ) 
i If RR. 2-2). 
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1 

Sutras 1 -10 of this Pdda are treated as one Adhikarana refuting 
the Sankhya view, by all commentators except Madhvacarya. The 
latter regards the ten surras as forming five Adhikaranas, refuting 
different shades of Sankhya school as well as Cdrvdka view. 

The Sankhya school is possibly as old as Vedanta and appears 
to have been an influential school, as seen from the references 
to it in Mahabharata' . May be because of this, the Sutrakdra takes 
up the Sankhya system first, for refutation. 

There are two broad divisions of the Sankhya system, namely 
Ninsvara-Sahkhya and Sesvara-Sdhkhya. As the name suggests, 
the NirTsvara-Sahkhya school does not admit a Supreme Being 
as the creator and controller of the universe. The school recognizes 
two ultimate entities Prakrti and Purusa, i.e. nature and spirit. Il 
holds that the insentient ultimate Prakrti known as Pradhdna or 
Mulaprakrti 2 alone evolves into the world spontaneously. Purusa 
is mere sentience, an enjoyer or experient. Purusa is immutable, 
eternal, changeless and is neither a cause nor effect of any othei 
thing 3 4 5 . It is entirely passive, all activity being restricted to prak 2 rti i 
The Purusas are conceived as many', in fact infinite. Every living 
being is assumed to have an individual Purusa , the self or Ihr 
soul. 

On the other hand, the Sesvara-Sdhkhya school led by Patanjall, 
accepts a Supreme Being jn addition to the twenty-five principle* 
viz. the twenty-four principles comprising Prakrti and its evolutc*. 
and the twenty fifth principle Purusa, conceived by the Nirtsvaru 
Sankhya. The Supreme Being called Isvara remains unaffeclwl 

1 OIP, p. 267. 

2 tnt SfjriH: I (SDS-K. p. 355). 

3 1 ShRu||4i a WIN 

I (SDS-K. p. 360). 

4 OIP. p. 279. 

5 OIP. p. 280. 
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by the worldly sufferings, actions and their prospects and 
consequences. He lakes a suitable form of His own and impels 
ihe living beings to do religious and mundane activities. He in 
His mercy obliges the living beings suffering in the world 1 . But 
unlike the Vedantic Isvara , He is external to Prakrti as well as 
lo the individual selves {Purusa) 2 . 

According to Madhvacarya, in the present Adhikarana , the 
Sutrakdra refutes the views of NirTsvara-Sankhya school. 

II & HI'JHIHH, & II (2-2-1) 

ill^HM 3 5W M X T t r tl*JHMTl : 

i i 4 

The principle called Pradhana {Prakrti) inferentially 
established by the Sankhya cannot be accepted as the creator 
(of the world); for, an insentient Prakrti cannot rationally be 
accepted as having self-initiated creativity. The particle ca 
Indicates the absence of any evidence for accepting that 
creativity. 

The term anumanam is popularly understood in Vedanta to 
mean Prakrti or Pradhana inferred by the Sankhya , as explained 
i *u Her (BS. 1-3-3). The Sankhya believe that this unintelligent 
I'mkrti develops itself into the world without any help from an 
intelligent entity. This contention is not rational, because nowhere 
mch a thing can be observed. For example, if someone tells 
•mother that watches grow like mangoes on trees or are collected 
like diamonds from mines in Switzerland, nobody would believe, 
i vciiil the latter has never visited that country; because every sane 


I 

\ 






l (SDS-K. p. 372). 


n IP P. 282. 
111 ). 2 - 2 - 1 . 

M USB. 2-2-1. 
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person knows that there has to be an intelligent person behind the 
manufacture of watches and that they cannot develop on their own 
from iron ore. 

Having told that creativity cannot be expected in an insentient 
entity, since it is nowhere observed, the next sutra establishes the 
same contention on account of creative propensity seen in sentient 
beings only. 

|| || ( 2 - 2 - 2 ) 
TO d ^ qzri^tr ^dd^fd^MId, ^ I 

And (insentient) Pradhana cannot be a creator because 
the propensity to create things like cloth etc. is observed in 
sentient beings. An activity presupposes volition and only sentient 
being can possess will or wish. 

If one doubts the validity of such a generalization by offering 
counter-examples to show activity on the part of insentient 
substances, the next sutra clears this doubt. 

II & II (2-2-3) 

W ^UilcHdl WHd W dT d*TT angRPl 

^4 m I d^TN -3TFT f^lK^dd^rl: 

If it be said that, just as milk curdles by itself and water 
flows of its own accord, the (insentient) Pradhana can be the 
creator, it is not so. Even in these cases, the activity is caused 
by the Supreme Being, as we know from Srutis. 

Madhvacarya quotes appropriate Srutis in support of the above 
contention. One mantra tells that, 1 ‘‘because of Him, milk curdles' 
and another 2 says that, “O Gargi, some rivers flow eastward from 

1 5 qq) nv? I (M. BSB. 2-1-3). 

2 HBf-q 3T SRttWn HIBI S«-tn «RI: *-H*-'JtI 'll 

^ ^ ^ (Brha. Up. 3-8-9). 
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the snowy mountains, others flow westward and they keep their 
respective courses, under the mighty rule of this immutable 
Brahman". The modem science knows that milk ferments into 
curd because of a certain type of beneficent bacteria known as 
'lactobacilli’, which are sentient microbes. 

Conceding the argument that the activity seen in milk and 
rivers is not self-initiated, since Sruti corroborates the position, 
if the Purvapaksin comes up with another instance like a magnet 
and iron filings, to demonstrate a spontaneous activity on the part 
of insentient things, the next sutra answers the point and concludes 
llie discussion. 

II # II (2-2-4) 

WIN WI: B Ml I 1 

Since no activity is possible without the participation of 
the Supreme Being, there can be no instance to substantiate 
(a spontaneous activity on the part of an insentient thing). 
Therefore, a self-initiated activity by an insentient ( Pradhana ) 
Is irrelevant. 

Madhvacarya quotes 2 an appropriate Sruti mantra in support 
ol this view. The mantra says that not the slightest movement or 
activity can take place, far or near, anywhere in the world except 
•is willed and caused by the Supreme Being. 3 

By and large, there is agreement among the commentators 
iihout the purport of these four sutras, that they refute the self- 
miliated evolution ascribed by the Scinkhya to the insentient Prakrti. 
I hough their conclusions are the same, the commentators differ 
m llie exposition and explanation of the sutras. 

i VKM. 2-2-4. 

•I 5RH c4k«b<Rl I <RV. 10-112-9). 

i IINK. II. p. II. 
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According to Sankaracarya, the first sutra tells 1 that an 
insentient entity (like Pradhana) cannot be inferred to be the 
cause of the world because an orderly creation is not possible by 
an insentient thing like a clod or stone. The second sutra says that 
an insentient entity (like Pradhana) cannot be inferred to be the 
cause of the world also because an insentient Pradhana cannot 
even have the tendency towards any particular activity just as it 
is not seen in clay etc. 2 3 Possibly to avoid an apparent repetition 
of ideas in the two sutras , Ramanujacarya reads both the sutras 
together as one sutra and interprets on similar lines. The third 
sutra , payo'mbuvaccettatrdpi, refutes the Sdhkhya’s claim of 
spontaneous activity on the part of the insentient Pradhana based 
on their illustrations of milk and water. The sutra asserts that in 
those cases too, there is an intelligent principle behind the activity'. 
Sankaracarya has taken the example of milk flowing towards the 
calves and Ramanujacarya assumes it to be the curdling of milk 
But, while interpreting an earlier sutra (BS. 2-1-25), Sankaracarya 
has taken the same example of milk curdling as an instance ol 
automatic transformation of an insentient thing, without the help 
of any external agency. Being aware of this contradiction, he 
explains here that what is told earlier is as per popular belief and 
that being asserted here is the view of scriptures. Yet, such 
conflicting statements confuse the readers. Sankaracarya interprets 
the fourth sutra as follows 4 . “Since, according to the Sahkhya, 
Pradhana is the three gunas in equilibrium and there is no other 
principle which can make it active or inactive, it is impossible 
to know why it should sometimes transform itself into the effects 
of mahat etc., and at other times not. Purusa is indifferent and 
so cannot cause action or cessation from activity. God, on the 

1 ^ irat: ^ sr^Fi i i 

(S. BSB. 2-2-1). 

2 tat: B 3RcR .HHrfcR'JIH, | 

ww fEra*srf<r (S. bsb. 2-2-.M 

3 ^nrivrilcRTi: ijjru t (s. bsb. 2-2-3). 

4 SRK. p. 369. 
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olher hand, as a principle of intelligence, can act or not as he 
chooses”. Ramanujacarya says' that “ Pradhana guided by the 
Lord explains the alternating states of creation and dissolution 
which are to carry out God’s purposes. Pradhana which is not 
guided by an intelligent principle cannot account for them”. 
These interpretations require importation ( adhydhara ) of a large 
number of words. 

2 3R^VM1TO^ I 

II & a^sIlHMN ^ & II (2-2-5) 

*T rjH|||^c|ri^ ^Ju| |cTl»il f I *3Tl 

Since no creation can exist with the support or sustenance 
of anyone except the Supreme Being, and since the very 
existence of all the means of creation like Prakrti etc. depends 
on the Supreme Being as understood by the word ca (in the 
uitra), the Supreme Being cannot be held simply as a 
contributory factor in creation, like the rain, which helps the 
grass etc. to grow. 

A section of the Sahkhya led by Patanjali, known as Sesvara- 
Smtkhya, admits the existence of Isvara, the Supreme Being, but 
(•illy as an auxiliary factor to help the Prakrti to develop into the 
world with its own intrinsic potency ( ksetrasakti ). Their stock 
< \ample to substantiate the said doctrine is the growth of grass 
<iiul other vegetation with the help of rain. This demotion of 
isvara to a secondary position and assignment of a prominent role 
m creation to the insentient Prakrti , is not acceptable to Vedanta. 
therefore, the Sutrakdra refutes here the doctrine of Sesvara- 
\aitkhya, taking their stock-example itself. Vedanta holds that 
thalmian, the Supreme Being is not merely an external auxiliary 
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factor, but an immanent factor, which impels and regulates every 
creative action. 

Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya interpret this sutra as 
follows. It cannot be argued that Pradhdna changes into the world 
just as the grass transforms into milk. It is only grass that is eaten 
by a cow that changes into milk. It means that there is another 
sentient being, behind the apparently spontaneous activity of 
grass. So we cannot admit the spontaneous modification of 
Prcidhana'. The commentators have taken this sutra as providing 
another illustration for denying spontaneous modification of 
Pradhdna. But this point has been already established earlier in 
this Adhikarana and also many times in other Adhikaranas. The 
sutra appears superfluous, unless the commentators see some new 
point in it. 

ii ^q^si^fvncn^ # n (2-2-6) 

faqqw^q?;: I ^v^qqqfq 

The word 'artha' (in the sutra) is in the sense of a subject 
matter as well as an object or purpose. This dogma too stands 
refuted on account of its having neither a subject nor an 
object. It is as self-contradictory as saying “my mother in 
sterile”. 

According to Madhvacarya this sutra refers to the materialistic 
views of the so-called Cdrvdka school of philosophy. The Carvakn 
is said to accept only perception ( pratyaksa) as the means ol 
knowledge ( pramdna ) and therefore he does not accept any super 


1 SRK. p 369. 

2 VKM. 2-2-6. 
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sensuous things like Brahman, Jivas, merit ( punya ), demerit {papa), 
heaven, hell etc. He assumes that the physical body is a peculiar 
combination of four gross elements earth, water, fire and air, 
which gets the property of consciousness, just as a combination 
of some chemicals becomes liquor and gets the intoxicating 
property. He assumes that the consciousness disappears with the 
disintegration of the body after death. He believes neither in life 
after death nor in transmigration. The purpose of life, according 
lo the so-called Carvaka doctrine, is said to be to maximize 
enjoyment by hook or by crook. 

No one is sure whether such a formal doctrine existed. Some 
ascribe it to a teacher called Brhaspati and Carvaka is said to be 
a disciple. But no such work is extant. References to its tenets 
are available only in their refutation by other schools. The verses 
quoted could be some stray remarks of some intelligent critics, 
disgusted with the excessive ritualism in Vedic religion, in order 
lo ridicule the ritualists. The words like Brhaspati (a heavenly 
teacher), Carvaka (sweat-tounged), could have been used ironically 
m a derogatory sense. 

The Carvaka dogma, if any, cannot be refuted on the strength 
of Sruti (verbal testimony), because he does not accept verbal 
leslimony as a means of knowledge. Therefore, the Sutrakdra 
lakes a recourse to its internal contradictions. If a dogma is to be 
lieated as a doctrine, then it should have a subject and a purpose 
lor teaching it. The tendency to maximize enjoyment in life is 
instinctive in all creatures and needs no doctrine to be taught. 
I ven if we accept the non-existence of supersensuous entities like 
(iod, merit (punya) etc. as the subject-matter, and freeing the 
people from the religious superstitions as its purpose, how is 
Carvaka going to accomplish it? Even the non-existence of 
unperceivable things can be expounded only either through 
misoning i.e. inference or by authoritative statements from an 
Abilina i.e. verbal testimony. Carvaka does not believe in both. 
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Thus, the dogma is unable to have a proper subject and a purpose, 
and consequently cannot claim to be a doctrine. Therefore, possibly 
the Siltrakdra thinks it fit to casually brush aside the so-called 
Carvaka doctrine having neither a subject nor a purpose, as self¬ 
contradictory. 

Sankaracarya interprets this sutra as follows 1 . Even if we 
accept the spontaneous activity of Pradhana, in keeping with 
your faith, still there remains a blemish that such activity would 
be wanting in a purpose. Ramanujacarya interprets that 2 , “even 
admitting that the Prcidhdna can be established through inference, 
yet because of the absence of any purpose to be served by it, it 
(Pradhana) should not be inferred'. 

Sankaracarya treats this sutra as providing an additional reason, 
i.e. absence of a purpose ( arthdbhdva ), for refuting a propensity 
to act on its own, on the part of Pradhana. If it is so, then the 
word arthdhhdvdt alone would have sufficed. That could have 
given a cogent exposition as ‘prakrteh pravrttyanupapattih 
arlhabhdvdt '. This makes the words 'abhyupagame api’ in the 
sutra redundant 4 . It appears that these commentators see no new 
point beyond Pradhana. On the other hand, Madhvacarya's 
interpretation looks ingenious. 

4 5^WTTTTO^I 

II # $ II (2-2-7) 

Sankaracarya interprets the sutra as follows. “Even if it he 
said that like a lame man devoid of the power of motion hut 

i arairc am aatn avifn 

fU? (S. BSB. 2-2-6). 

(Sribhasya 2-2-8). 

3 Sribhasya - SV. 2-2-8. 

4 3T>^qTifcq)ri|dl4ri) 

(NS. p. 331b) (BNK. 11. p. 16). 
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possessing the power of sight, moves the blind man who is able 
to move but not to see and move of his own or like a magnet, 
not moving itself moves the iron (filings), so the soul moves the 
Pradhana, we say that this doctrine is not free from difficulties'.” 
Ramanujacarya also interprets the sutra on the same lines. 

Can we assume that the word purusa (person) in the sutra 
hints to the illustration of a pair of a lame person and a blind one 
and that the word asina (stone) suggests the example of a magnet? 
No doubt, these are the stock examples used to explain the Sarikhya 
doctrine. But, when the self-initialed creativity on the pan of 
insentient Pradhana has been convincingly refuted in the first and 
(he second sfitras of this Pcida and the same has been substantiated 
by refuting their examples of milk and water in the third sutra, 
is it necessary to discuss the other examples used by the Sarikhya 
also, in such a concise work? 

The next sutra ahgitvdnupapattesca is interpreted by 
Sahkaracarya as follows. "Pradhana can not be active as the 
three gunas, saliva, rajas and tamas abide in themselves in a state 
of equipoise without standing to one another in the relation of 
principal and subordinate 2 . For activity the equipoise should be 
disturbed. There is no external principle to stir up the gunas 2 .” 
Uut. this very argument that 4 , "the original disturbance of the 
three gunas of Prakrti from the condition of equipoise, which is 
essential for the creative manifestation of the world can not be 
due to the unintelligent Pradhana itself 5 ”, has been put forth by 


i 


l 

I 


'I 


SRK. p. 370. 

STFcT 3l#jfl[^fMWl^HHTl: I ^ 

fTOJ (S. BSB. 2-2-8). 

SRK. p. 371. 

d ^^dd^4 WFP I 

IS. BSB. 2-2-2). 


IINK. II. p. 27 
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Sankaracarya while interpreting an earlier siitra 'pravrttesca' 
(B. S. 2-2-2). This renders the present sutra redundant. 

Ramanujacarya interprets the two sutras in the same way and 
with the same examples and further says, “in the pralaya state 
there is no relation of superiority and subordination among the 
gunas and so the world can not originate. If it be said that there 
is a certain inequality even in the state of pralaya , then creation 
would be eternal’’ 1 . 

Madhvacarya has given a different interpretation of these 
sutras. The doctrine of NirTsvara-Sdnkhya that the insentient 
Pradhana alone evolves into the world on its own, has been 
refuted in the first four sutras of this Pclda. According to 
Madhvacarya, there are two more shades of NirTsvara-Sdnkhya 
to be refuted. One holds that the insentient Prakrti evolves into 
creation in the presence ( sdnnidhya ) of Purusa [JTva) as a catalyst. 
Here, the Purusa has a subordinate ( upasarjana ) status, as an 
assistant or contributor. This view is being refuted in this 
Adhikarana 2 . The other view holds that Prakrti occupies the 
subordinate position and Purusa takes the chief role in the evolution 
of the world 3 4 . This view is being refuted in the next Adhikarana f 

The exposition of the sutra (2-2-7) is as follows. 

W WTd 

loftcj $lc1 ciqilW I 

If it be said that just as the (unintelligent) body performs 
such acts as fetching a stone, because of its (body’s) association 
with the intelligent self, in the same way the Prakrti also 
evolves the world, on account of the presence of individual 
soul C/fva) in the vicinity, even then the short-comings told 


1 SRK. p. 371. 

2 fcf I (M. BSB. 2-2-7) 

3 BNK. II p. 22. 

4 I (M. BSB. 2-2-9). 
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earlier can not be overcome. As told earlier (BS. 2-2-4) with 

the help of Sruti ‘na rte .’ that no activity is possible without 

the participation of the Supreme Being, even the activity on the 
part of the body here is subject to the Supreme Being, and therefore 
the illustration adduced by the Purvapaksin can not prove the 
creation of the world by the Prakrti. 


Since the Sankhya rely more on logic than on Sruti, the 
Sutrakdra uses reasoning in the next sutra to refute the contention 
of the Sankhya and to reach the same conclusion. 

II ® II (2-2-8) 




If the Jiva (purusa) is considered as subordinate (to body), 
then the universally experienced primacy of Jiva in relation 
to body becomes untenable and therefore the illustration of 
man fetching stone is not befitting. It cannot prove activity on 
the part of body as a primary agent. 

|| & ^ s^'lRblWIT^ # II 

(2-2-9) 

liftedI^HMIcd: I fcl: ^iRhM^VlIdJ 
WttMHldlciJ 

Even if it be inferred in the reverse way, i.e. if the Jiva 
Is conceived in the principal role and Prakrti in a subordinate 
position, the primacy of the Jiva (in the evolution of the world) 
Is not tenable on account of the inability on the part of the 
sentient principle Purusa to get connected with Prakrti (without 
(lie help of the Supreme Being). 


i MMiiri 5 B 5ffa: I *1511 41 I'M.; ^li: I (Panini 3-1-135). 
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In Sdhkhya doctrine, Purusa being mere sentience and entirely 
passive, has no physical body of his own to become connected 
with Prakrti and to operate it 1 If it is assumed 2 3 that the Purusa 
undertakes the activity with the assistance of the body, then a 
question arises whether Purusa has the capacity to undertake the 
activity or not. In case, he has the capacity, there is no need of 
the assistance of the body. If he has no capacity, then the major 
role ascribed to Purusa becomes untenable, because mere sentience 
is incapable of connecting itself to a body. In any case, there is 
a need for accepting a Supreme Being, Isvara, and it can only 
be by His active impulsion that Purusa can energize Prakrti and 
make it serve as his Upasarjana (assistant) 1 . 

Sankaracarya interprets this siitra as follows 4 . 

If it be differently inferred that the gunas ( sattva , rajas and 
tamas) being unsteady, are capable of entering into ‘a relation of 
mutual, inequality even while they are in a state of equipoise’ 5 , 
even then the defects such as the inability of Pradhana to create 
an orderly world etc., told earlier, still remain on account of the 
absence of the faculty of understanding (jnasaktiviyogat ) on the 
part of Pradhana. Ramanujacarya also interprets on similar lines. 
But, since these concepts have been discussed in many sutras 
earlier, there is no new point established in this sutra. 

Having refuted the various shades of Sdhkhya doctrine 
individually, in the previous nine sutras, the next siitra concludes 
the discussion by refuting all the shades of Sdhkhya in one stroke. 

1 BNK. It. p. 22. 

2 WKl'WjfH: f& ft! §5^ n 4T I ftW 

«t 5TTrf>: HTef H. il'(’-iMu' t-MIdJ 

SltWHWIdJ (TP. 2-2-9). 

3 BNK. II. p. 22. 

4 BiMiwwiHiwft gq jjut: fin i aigMi 

sramrg ^iRhWMiuid.. ftn: gf i 

(S. BSB. 2-2-9). 

5 SRK. p. 371. 
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II # 3=0 II (2-2-10) 

The ( Sahkhya ) doctrine, which does not accept the primacy 
und supremacy of the Lord (Isvara) is improper and absurd 
because it is contrary to Sruti, Smrti and logic. 

Sankaracarya holds that this sutra rejects the Sahkhya doctrine 
as improper on account of a number of discrepancies in it 2 , 
regarding the number of sense-organs, the manner of evolution 
of certain principles and such other details. “Such discrepancies 
are also to be found in the Vedantic sources. The Sahkhya also 
could explain them in the same way as the Vedantin would 
explain such discrepancies. They do not, therefore, call for a 
censure” 3 . 

Ramajujacarya also holds the Sahkhya doctrine as unreasonable 
on account of its internal contradictions. But he points out 
a number of their philosophical inconsistencies. Then he says 4 , 
"therefore, on account of such contradictions, the doctrine of 
the Sahkhya is absurd”. Incidentally Ramanujacarya criticizes 
Advaita Vedanta also. He remarks - “As to those also, who speak 
of Brahman which is immutable, eternal, attributeless, self- 
illumining and pure consciousness, as the resort of unreal 
bondage and salvation, being the witness of Avidyci - in their 
t ase also there is nothing but absurdity, on account of the 
impossibility of ( Brahman ) being the witness of Avidya , 
Miperimposition etc. by the reasoning mentioned before. There 
is, however, this further speciality (about this Advaita view) - the 
lollowers of the Sahkhya admit many purusas to account for birth, 

1 M BSB. 2-2-10. 

' ant 3t«£ qiTIT: - wPni, 

•WN<+Kiil:. (S. BSB. 2-2-10). 

i BNK H. p. 29. 

I iltt: WRSWqj (SrTbhasya- RDK- 2-2-9). 
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death etc., but they (th e Advaitins) do not want even that- and so, 
the absurdity is all the greater” 1 . 

6 IttlfachlM+iuiHj 

All the commentators except Sahkaracarya, treat siitras 
11-17 of this Pcidci, as refuting the views of Nydya-Vaisesika 
schools of Indian philosophy. Sahkaracarya holds siitra 11 as 
forming a separate Adhikarana and the remaining six as directed 
against iheVaisesika. 

The Vaisesika system is a rational system of philosophy 
based on an analytical approach like that of modem scientists. In 
this system, everything in the world whatsoever, perceived or 
conceived, is termed as a paddrtha. Pada means a word and artlut 
means a thing or entity. Therefore paddrtha means a thing, which 
can be referred to by a word. The system holds that everything 
knowable is namable. The Vaisesika classify all the padarthas in 
the world into seven categories. The first three namely substance 
(dravya), quality (guna), and action ( karman ) are tangible. The 
next three viz. generality (sdmdnya), particularity ( visesa ) and 
intimate union ( samavaya) are relational and are conceivable. The 
seventh category is negation ( abhdva ), which is also conceivable 

The category of substance has been sub-divided into nine 
things, which include corporeal things viz. earth, water, fire and 
air, and non-corporeal things viz. ether, time, space, self (soul) 
and manas (an instrument of cognition). Under the category ol 
quality, twenty-four qualities of substances like colour ( rupa ), 
taste ( rasa ), odour ( gandha ) etc. have been enumerated. Action 
is of five kinds, namely tossing upwards, chopping downwards, 
contraction, expansion and motion in general. The generality is 



(Sribhasya- RDK. 2-2-9). 
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the common attribute amongst a class of substances, qualities and 
actions. Particularity is the characteristic property of eternal 
substances, which distinguishes them from the rest. Samavaya is 
the intimate and inseparable union between two things, so that 
they cannot be separated without destroying at least one of them. 
Samavaya is supposed to exist between only five pairs of things 
viz. (1) the product and its parts ( avayavavayavinau ), (2) the 
quality and the qualified ( gunaguninau). (3) the motion and the 
moving ( kriydkriydvantau ), (4) the individual and the common 
characteristic (jdtivyaktl ), and (5) the particularity and the eternal 
substances in which it inheres (visesanityadravye)'. Abhava is the 
non-existence of a thing. 

The Nyaya system accepts all these categories of padartha 
and puts them under one head called 'prameya’, i.e. that which 
can be known or is known or worth knowing. The Naiyayikas 
have evolved a rigorous logical system of understanding things, 
under sixteen heads or topics namely pramana (means of 
knowledge), prameya (the knowable), samsaya (doubt), prayojana 
(aim) etc. Therefore, it is said that “the Vaisesika views the world 
horn the ontological point while the Nyaya does so from the 
epistemological” 1 2 . 

The Vaisesika concept of cause and effect is as follows : The 
Sdnkhya and the Vedanta schools recognize two kinds of causes 
behind an effect, namely the material cause ( upadana-karana) 
and the instrumental cause ( nimittakdrana ). But in this Vaisesika 
doctrine, there are three kinds of causes’ viz. (1) intimate 
(snmavdyi), (2) non-intimate ( asamavdyi ) and (3) instrumental 
(nimitta ). The instrumental cause is common to all three schools 
mentioned here. But, the material cause of the Sdnkhya and the 
Vedanta, appears to have been named as samavayi cause, in this 


1 Tarka - MRB. p. 96. 

2 OIP. p. 245. 

l (Tarka - 40). 
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doctrine. The samavdyi cause i.e. the intimate cause 1 is "that, in 
inseparable union with which, the effect is produced’’ 2 3 . In simple 
words, this is the material cause. The asamavdvi cause i.e. the 
non-intimate cause 1 is defined as the "one, which is inseparably 
united in the same object either with the effect or with the (intimate) 
cause” 4 . This term asamavayikarana is rather misleading. Literally 
it means that which is not samavayikarana (material cause). 
Therefore, it connotes the instrumental cause itself. But here, the 
concept is different. The asamavayikarana is seen as a link between 
the material cause and the product. The samavayikarana is always 
some substance and the asamavayikarana is an action ( karman ) 
done oh, or a quality of that material. For example, the bricks are 
the material cause ( samavayikarana ) of a wall. But the arrangement 
of bricks in the necessary formation is the asamavayikarana of 
the wall. Further, the colour of the bricks is the asamavayikarana 
of the colour of the wall. This hair-splitting of the material cause 
has not been accepted by the Vedantins and the modem science. 
The next sutra is going to refute this concept and to tell that there 
is no such thing as an asamavayikarana. 

The Nyava-Vaisesika postulate that every visible substance 
is composed of parts, and every object having parts is divisible. 
Therefore, a visible thing can be divided and subdivided 
repeatedly. This division cannot go on endlessly as otherwise 
there is a possibility of ending up in regressus ad infinitum 
(anavastha). They assume a stop at a stage when one gets minute 
particles called atoms (paramdnu ). These ultimate particles are 
all assumed to be indivisible and of equal magnitude. An atom 
is assumed to be globular, but having neither an interior nor 
an exterior. The atoms exhibit all the properties of their respective 
substances. The Vaisesika hold that all the four corporeal 

1 'bWiJc'KJcl (Tarka - 40). 

2 (Tarka - MRB. p. 206). 

3 TT^JT Wtn Tl tlf d<'H04lRl+H'JIHJ (Tarka - 40). 

4 Tarka - MRB. p. 206. 



| I1S.2-2-11) 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 


341 


substances, earth etc., are eternal in the form of atoms and 
perishable in other forms. 

The Vaisesika accept the existence of a Supreme Being and 
assign Him a prominent role in creation. They argue that “every 
effect must have an agent; the universe is an effect and therefore 
it must have an agent” 1 . This agent is called Paramatman, the 
Supreme Being. They hold Him to be omnipresent and eternal 
and classify Him under the category of souls. He is ascribed with 
universal and perfect knowledge and will to create, protect and 
destroy the universe and to create it again. 

The origination of objects and creation of the world, according 
to the Vaisesika is as follows : They hold that after a dissolution 
(pralaya ) when everything gets annihilated, and before the next 
creation, what continue to exist are the four corporeal substances 
earth etc. in their atomic form, the souls, time and space as well 
as the non-eternal principles like merit and demerit, the potencies 
of karman pertaining to the souls 2 . When the Supreme Being 
desires to create the world, the merits and demerits imbedded in 
(he individual souls are activised and the free atoms coming into 
contact with the souls, get attracted to one another 3 . This motion 
of atoms impelled by Paramatman’s will, produces conjunction 
of atoms to form dyads, triads, quaternaries and so on. Two atoms 
of a substance, say earth, come together and form a dyad 
(ilvyanuka). It is still infinitesimal and supersensuous. Three such 
dyads produce a triad ( tryanuka ) comprising six atoms, which is 
ilie minimum visible entity comparable to a mote 4 in a sunbeam, 
four dyads produce a quaternary ( caturanuka ) comprising eight 
atoms. There is another view that four triads produce a quaternary 
comprising twenty-four atoms. These quaternaries produce parts 

I WcM:$<ll<4! 4>l4r4ldJ *WI SJZ: I (Tarka - YVA. p. 138). 

.' UNK. II. p. 30. 

I BNK. II. p. 31 

I ItTPt *|m: tT 3=^ II 

( Tarka- YVA. p. 123). 
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and then masses of earth, water, fire and air. When the Supreme 
Being desires to dissolve the world, the union of parts, quaternaries, 
triads and dyads is dissolved and Finally the atoms forming dyads 
are dissociated. 


In this doctrine, the quality of dimension (size, parimana) is 
of four kinds. They are minuteness ( anutva), longitude ( dirghatva) 
magnitude {mahattva)' , and shortness ( hrasvatva). An atom by 
definition is infinitesimal ( atisuksma ), and immeasurable. Hence, 
its minuteness ( anutva ) is assigned a dimension technically called 
as parimandalya. A dyad ( dvyanuka) is still infinitesimal, and yet 
it has length but no breadth. It has minuteness and shortness. The 
triad and quaternary and their further compounds have all the 
three dimensions and therefore have magnitude and longitude. All 
are comparative terms. 

|| ^mRhu^I^IIJ^ & || 

( 2 - 2 - 11 ) 


cTOT qR^I'J'll^rlrirhN I 

3T ^ 


Just as from the dimension, magnitude and longitude (of 
the triads), corresponding dimensions are generated in the 
products quaternary etc., similarly from the dimensions, the 
shortness (of dyads) and the minuteness (parimandalya of 


1 The term mahat used here should not be confused with that mentioned in ll»r 
Sahkhya theory of evolution- Prakrt i - Ma fun-A hcirikfi ra - M a nas etc., where the term 
signifies the total (macro) intelligence (bitddhi). Here it simply signifies the physical 
attribute of magnitude, bigness. 

2 3Tcl:| yihqlihw: ^TOT RifrlldJ ‘era (Panini 5-1-116) 

^IT^cmclJ (TDK. 2-2-1 1). The suffix vat is taken as having been 

added to the terms mahat and dtrgha in their abstract sense and in the ablative 
sense, on account of the ablative case-ending of the other corresponding terms lit 
the .ultra. The vvdkarana siara tatra tasyeva ’ represents the usual practice »>l 
suffixing vat in the genitive and locative senses, but here it is a special case 

3 M. BSB. 2-2-11. 
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atoms), the corresponding dimensions should be generated in 
their respective products. The term va in the sutra suggests 
that otherwise there is no other reason why these magnitude 
and longitude of triads should produce the corresponding 
dimensions in the products, quaternary etc. 

According to Madhvacarya, the Sutrakdra is making a counter¬ 
argument here and thereby he is pointing towards the illogicality 
of the dogmas of the Nydya-Vaisesika school. The Vaisesika 
admit the axiom that the qualities inherent in causal substances 
generate similar corresponding qualities in their products, as white 
doth is seen being produced from white yarn and nothing contrary 
to that is observed 1 . Accordingly they hold that the magnitude and 
longitude of quaternary and other higher products are caused by 
the similar qualities in their constituent triads. However, they 
make an exception of the atoms, dyads and triads. In their doctrine, 
ihe magnitude and longitude of a triad are not caused by the 
corresponding qualities in the constituent dyads (since the dyads 
do not have those qualities), but they are caused by the number 
i.e. manyness ( bahutva ) of the constituent atoms. Similarly, the 
shortness ( hrasvatva ) of a dyad is caused by the duality ( dvitva) 
of its constituent atoms and not by the shortness of atoms, which 
quality the atoms do not have. In their terminology, the Vaisesika 
explain the above statements as follows. The mahattva and 
ilirghatva of triads are the asamavayikarana (non-material cause) 
of the mahattva and dTrghatva of the quaternary and other higher 
products. On the other hand, the dvitva (duality) of atoms is the 
asamavayikarana of hrasvatva of the dyad, and the bahutva 
(manyness) of the dyads constituting the triad is the 
asamavdyikdrana of mahattva and dlrghatva of that triad. 

The present sutra questions this double standard and 
inconsistency in the Vaisesika theory. It avers that if the dimensions 

3TIW% I fFgWJ: qZFt I =4 I 

(S.BSB.2-2-10). 
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of triads produce similar dimensions in their products, quaternary ' 
and other higher products, then by the same principle, the 
dimensions of atoms should produce similar dimensions in dyads 
and the dimensions of dyads should produce similar dimensions 
in triads. This is not seen to be the case in Vaisesika theory of 
creation. Moreover, the number and dimension belong to two 
different classes of quality. So it does not stand to reason that a 
quality belonging to one class generates a quality falling in another 
class. For example, if one argues that colour can generate smell 
or smell can produce length, it could be the limit of inconsistency. 
Therefore, the whole concept of asamavdyikarana is held illogical 1 . 

Ramanujacarya takes the word vd in the sutra in the sense 
of ‘and’ 2 . On the strength of this, he repeats ( anuvrtti ), the word 
asamaiijasam from the previous sutra and establishes that the 
atomic theory of the Vaisesika is also absurd. “Ramanujacarya 
and Nimbarkacarya hold that this sutra refutes the theory of atoms 
constituting the universal cause. If the atoms consist of parts, 
there will result an infinite regress, if they are without parts, they 
cannot account for the production of other evolutes. The atomic 
view is untenable” 3 . 

Sankaracarya treats this sutra as a separate Adhikarana and 
interprets it on different lines. He assumes the Vaisesika as the 
Purvapaksin who argues 4 that if the sentient Brahman is fancied 
to be the cause of the world, then sentiency should be present 
(everywhere) in the effect i.e. the world. But it is not seen 
Therefore, the sentient Brahman cannot be the cause of the world 
The sutra answers the objection. “According to the Vaisesika, 
from spherical atoms binary compounds are produced which arc 
minute and short and ternary compounds which are big and loan 

1 m-- 3W*«lfa<W<u| R STB (TP. 2-2-11). 

2 31515^ I (Sribhasya 2-2-10). 

3 SRK. p. 373. 

4 an^M4|WWM. ^ 37N 3PTTH 

g B %R SSI I (S. BSB. 2-2-10). 
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but not anything spherical; again from binary compounds which 
are minute and short, ternary compounds, etc. are produced which 
are big and long and not minute and short. So a non-intelligent 
world may spring from intelligent Brahman”'. 

This interpretation renders the sutra ‘odd one out’ in the 
company of other sutras of this Pada , which refute one or the 
other of the several doctrines opposed to Vedanta. Moreover, this 
controversy about the difference of nature between the cause and 
effect has been already discussed threadbare by Sankaracarya in 
'no vilaksanatvddhikarana (BS. 2-1-4 to 11), in the previous 
I’ada only. The same discussion here again would be a repetition. 

Having refuted the concept of asamavdyikdrana in this sutra 
the Sutrakara proceeds to refute the Vaisesika concept of 
instrumental cause ( nimittakdrana ) in the next sutra. 

II SWTTsfa H II (2-2-12) 

WIT 3TFT *1 3TcT: • I 

The sutra literally means that “in case of both the alternatives, 
activity is not possible, and therefore it cannot happen”. The 
Sutrakara talks in terms of pronouns only. It is left to the 
commentators to guess the nouns for which these pronouns stand. 
Naturally, different commentators have guessed differently and 
interpreted sutra according to their convenience. It is more difficult 
lor Sankaracarya to find the referents of these pronouns because 
according to him, this is the first sutra of the Adhikarana. Since 
this Adhikarana is meant to refute the Vaisesika doctrine, all the 
t ommentators agree that this sutra refutes the Vaisesika theory 
of creation. The word ‘tad’ in the sutra is taken to refer to the 
• i cation. 

According to Sankaracarya, the present sutra refutes the 
Vaisesika theory of creation and dissolution. Based on the pronoun 


I SKK. p. 373. 
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ubhayatha, he puts forth two propositions to counter the Vaisesika 
theory. First he questions how the initial motion in the atoms 
starts before creation. He argues that motion presupposes an 
action, and action implies an effort on the part of the soul or an 
impact of something like wind. But both are not possible since 
during the state of dissolution neither the soul could have a body 
to enable it to make an effort nor there could be any evolved 
product like wind to cause impact. Thus, creation from atoms 
cannot be proved. Sahkaracarya considers another alternative. If 
adrsta i.e. the accumulation of merits and demerits is taken as 
the cause of initial motion of atoms, then, he questions, where 
does it reside, in the soul or in the atoms? Moreover, adrsta being 
insentient, cannot impel itself or any other entity without the 
supervision of a sentient principle. And in the state of dissolution, 
even the soul is yet to get sentiency and hence remains insentient 1 . 
Thus, in both the cases ( ubhayatha api), there is no instrumental 
cause for any action on the part of atoms either for their conjunction 
or disjunction 2 . Therefore, in the absence of conjunction and 
disjunction of atoms, there can be neither creation nor dissolution. 
Hence, the Vaisesika theory of creation cannot be established. 

Similarly, Ramanujacarya also asks the same question lhal 
if the atoms are set in motion by the adrsta, where in does the 
adrsta reside? Does it inhere in the atoms or the souls? He then 
concludes that in either case ( ubhayatha api) the creation cannot 
be explained. 

All this discussion appears far-fetched and superfluous. When 
the Vaisesika hold that the initial motion of atoms is impelled by 
the will of the Supreme Being, there is no point in asking whethei 
it is the effort on the part of souls or an impact of something llnil 
sets the atoms in motion. Similarly, when the Vaisesika profess 
that the adrsta is imbedded in the individual soul and is activised 

1 3l^cHr4 1 <U (S. BSB. 2-2-12). 

2 Rftriiwiti, h 3i»njrt i 

(S. BSB. 2-2-12). 
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by the ever-sentient Paramatman, there is no need to ask where 
does the adrsta reside and who impels it. 


Possibly because in the immediately preceding sutra the 
concept of asamavdyikdrana is refuted, Madhvacarya holds that 
in the present sutra , the Sutrakdra refutes the Vaisesika concept 
of the remaining Nimittakarana. The exposition of the sutra, 
according to Madhvacarya is as follows: 


3WTT 3TN 3TN ^ 

I'M I f-D-Hdld I : 


In both the cases, that is whether the will of the Supreme 
being is taken as eternal or fleeting, there is no possibility of 
tiny action on the part of atoms and therefore there is no 
possibility of creating dyads and so on. 


The Vaisesika accept that the instrumental cause 
inimittakdrana) for the motion induced in the atoms, is the will 
of the Supreme Being. Now, this will can be either eternal or 
occasional. If the Paramatman s will is taken as eternal, then it 
means that during the state of dissolution there is no movement 
induced in the atoms in spite of the presence of that will. Therefore, 
it becomes fallacious to hold the Paramatman' s will as the cause 
of activity in atoms 2 . On the other hand, if the Paramatman' s will 
is assumed to be occasional, then we have to find a cause for that 
will and another cause for that cause and so on; thus we will end 
up in an infinite regression. Therefore, one may have to conclude 
that it is not proper to hold the will of the Supreme Being as 
the cause of activity in the atoms and the cause of subsequent 
creation 3 . 


One may wonder that when the Sutrakara himself has defined 
die Supreme Being as the One from whom the creation etc. of 


1 VKM. 2-2-12. 

• tRRtf Hlfet I (TDK. 2-2-12). 

I HMcMc'l H grKHJ (TDK. 2-2-12) 
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the world proceed (BS. 1-1-2), why does he refute the Vaisesika 
concept that creation commences by the will of the Supreme 
Being. He refutes the Vaisesika concept of Paramatman because 
it differs from that in Vedanta. The Vaisesika establish the existence 
of Paramatman through inference and not through revelation 
(Sruti) as in the Vedanta. While doing so, they make certain 
assumptions such as (i) every effect must have a cause, (ii) every 
product must have an intelligent producer, (iii) this world is a 
product and (iv) its producer must be an extraordinary being 1 . 
Because of such assumptions, they run into controversies. 
Moreover, they ascribe the Paramatman with only eight special 
qualities (out of twenty-four qualities conceived in their doctrine), 
namely, number, dimension, severality, conjunction, disjunction, 
intellect, desire and effort 2 . They are not unanimous on whether 
their Paramatman has pleasure or He is simply devoid of pain. 
Thus, the Nydya-Vaisesika present a very limited concept of 
Paramatman. 

This is opposed by the Vedanta. Based on Sruti, the Vedanta 
holds that the Supreme Being is endowed with all the powers and 
therefore all things can happen 3 . In spite of the presence of the 
Paramatman' s will (to create) during the state of dissolution, 
there could be no activity etc. because of Paramatman' s inscrutable 
power of accomplishing the unaccomplishable (acintyasaktiY. 
The term acintyasakti conveys a special ability to induce anil 
manifest a power, similar to that of a snake-charmer who can 
make a cobra to expand its hood, without which the serpent 
cannot expand it in spite of its perpetual desire to do so 5 . Thus, 
the Paramatman' s will, as conceived by the Vedanta, is not just 
a physical power to induce motion in atoms like the magnetic 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


Tarka.- YVA. p. 138. 

Tarka.- YVA. p. 142. 

g ^4 H& l RhHhft : I (M. BSB. 2-2-12). 

ncHTflfo tw-etfWl I (TP. 2-2-12). 

3TN*-c45Ilrh'H^B Mc4mi ^ 

(GDK. 2-2-12). 
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power, which induces motion in iron filings. Therefore, the 
Siitrakara refutes the Vaisesika concept of Paramatnuin' s will as 
the instrumental cause of movement in atoms and the resultant 
creation. 

The next sutra refutes the cardinal concepts samavaya and 
samavayikarana in Nyaya-Vaisesika doctrine. 

II 30 # II 

( 2 - 2 - 13 ) 

U*WWI*tRN 1J1WIH, q q dcMHItMH.1 1 

Since a samavaya relation has been accepted (by the 
Vaisesika,) between the cause and the effect etc. (as they are 
considered different from each other), and since this samavaya 
relation itself is different from the cause and effect, it requires 
another samavaya relation (to connect it to the cause and 
effect) and so on; it leads to infinite regress and it has no 
justification. 

All the commentators are unanimous in refuting the Vaisesika 
concepts of samavaya, samavayikarana and their theory of creation. 
The inseparable and intimate union between two things like cause 
and effect, whole and part, a quality and the qualified etc. is called 
as samavaya relation in Vaisesika doctrine. In this relation, there 
is always a visesana-visesya-bhava as in the case of a clay-jar. 
lor example. The clay and the jar are two distinct things and the 
clay particularizes the jar and tells that it is a jar made of clay 
and not of silver. Similarly, in the case of a blue-lotus, blueness 
is distinct from lotus and it particularizes the lotus. The Vaisesika 
accept a samavaya relation between clay and jar, blueness and 
lotus etc. By the same logic 2 , samavaya particularizes the pairs, 


I M. BSB. 2-2 13. 

^ ?Rt ^5t i twit rrict HH4ifV"qf fiiwcwi*-^i«-*j*«iH4iq 

failquifailwwwKlHTBi H4WiqM<BlyiqidldJ (TP. 2-2-13). 
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clay and jar, blueness and lotus etc. and tells that they are 
inseparably connected pairs. Therefore, this samavaya also requires 
another samavaya relation to connect it to the pair it particularizes. 
Similarly, this second samavaya requires a third one and so on 
ad infinitum. There is no justification for such endless regression. 
If it be said that there is no need for such regression since the 
samavaya itself is capable of expressing the visesana-visesya- 
bhdva between the pairs, the whole and the part etc., it cannot 
be accepted; because in that case the material like clay and the 
quality like blueness etc. can also be held as capable of describing 
their relation with their relata. One may argue that unlike the clay, 
which is a material or the blueness, which is a quality, samavaya 
itself is a relation and therefore has the capacity to express the 
relation. But in the case of samyoga (conjunction), which is also 
a relation, though not inseparable, the Vaisesika hold that it is a 
quality and it relates to the things it conjoins by samavaya relation. 
Thus, the concepts of samavaya and samavdyikarana are 
inconsistent and superfluous and hence the Sutrakdra rejects them. 

Having rejected the three types of causes, samavdyikarana, 
asamavdyikdrana and nimittakdrana, conceived by the Vaisesika 
and having refuted their theory of creation, the Sutrakdra refutes 
their theory of dissolution (pralaya) in the next sutra. 

|| .$> || ( 2 - 2 - 14 ) 

Since the will of the Supreme Being (which is the 
instrumental cause) and the atoms (which are the material 
cause) and other causes are (considered by the Vaisesika as) 
eternal, there will be the contingency of creation all the time 
and no dissolution at any time. 

Sankaracarya considers four alternatives. ‘ ‘The atoms may be 
essentially active or non-active or both or neither. If active, there 
will be no dissolution. If non-active, there would be no creation, 
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Their being both is impossible because of mutual contradiction. 
If they were neither, their activity or non-activity would depend 
on an operative cause. Such causes as adrsta being in proximity 
to the atoms, permanent activity would result. If they are not 
operative causes, permanent non-activity will result. So the atomisl 
view is untenable”'. But there is no hint in the sutra for a discussion 

on the alternatives, as there is in 'Ubhayatha ca . (BS. 2-2-12, 

16 or 23)’ 2 . 

Ramanujacarya says that if the samavdya relation is eternal, 
that to which the relation belongs is also eternal and so the world 
is eternal- 1 . This is absurd 4 . 

So far, the Vaisesika theory of creation is discussed, accepting 
their assumption that the atoms are eternal, and shown to be 
untenable. Now, the Sutrakara is going to show in the next sutra 
that the atoms cannot be assumed to be eternal. 

II to RWJT to II (2-2-15) 

kq qiWTT^RBiapt 

Moreover, since the atoms of earth etc. are having physical 
characteristics like colour, taste etc. they become impermanent, 
contrary to being eternal. Whatever has colour etc. that is 
Impermanent as seen in a clay-jar etc. 

All the commentators agree on the purport of this sutra. 

One may argue that the atoms may be eternal in spite of 
having colour etc., or they may be impermanent, but what is the 
harm in their being so? The next siitra answers. 


I SRK. p. 375. 

' rp =3 ffqifl 53 M+cMrt-'HnHMIdJ (TC. III. p. 65). 

< SRK. p. 375. 

I UMMRR-M HVMoilti. =3 Plr^M HT3TTI, 

(Sribhasya 2-2-13). 
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MiMlUiHI 3TN cmiHNIxl: 'bU.'JIMMR 

wn^rqra: m wn ^ srrc ^m^i 1 

In case the atoms are assumed to be eternal (despite their i 
having colour etc.) then things like clay-jar also will have to 
be accepted as permanent; and if the atoms are assumed to 
be impermanent (i.e. created) then in the absence of any 
concept of a cause for creation of atoms (in Vaisesika doctrine), 
there will be no production of atoms. Thus, in both the cases, 
the doctrine would be defective. 

Sankaracarya interprets this sutra differently as follows. Out 
of four characteristics namely smell, taste, colour and touch, the 
earth has all the four and it is gross, water has three and it is fine, 
fire has two and it is finer and air has one and it is the finest. 

In Vaisesika doctrine, the atoms have all the properties of their 
respective elements. If some atoms possess more qualities, then 
their size must be bigger and therefore they will cease to be atoms, 

If the atoms are assumed to possess same number of qualities, 
then they canndt be representative of the properties of their 
respective elements. Therefore, the atomic theory (of the Vaisesika ) 
is untenable. 

In the above discussion, Sankaracarya assumes that size 
varies directly with the number of qualities, which is hypothetical 
and not always true 2 . Moreover, it has been observed under 
BS. 2-2-11 earlier that a quality belonging to one class cannot 
generate a quality falling in another class. Therefore, qualities like 
colour, taste, smell, touch and their number cannot be expected 
to generate or modify another quality namely dimension 
( parimana ) in this case. Therefore, the interpretation is farfetched 
and unconvincing. 



t VKM. 2-2-16. 

2 rp»lllil<£rl>j Wflullly«WI«h I (TC. Ill. p. 66). 
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According to Ramanujacarya, if atoms are said to have colour 
etc. then they would cease to be eternal, and if the atoms are 
assumed to possess no colour etc. then one cannot account for 
the colour etc. of the effects, namely earth etc. Thus, the doctrine 
is defective in both the cases and hence it is absurd. 


The next sutra offers another reason for rejecting the Vaisesika 
doctrine. 





The Vaisesika doctrine that the world is created from the 
atoms is worth disregarding entirely because it is not approved 
hy Sruti etc. and it contradicts them. 

All the commentators agree on the purport of this siitra. 

In this Adhikarana and the next two, the Sutrakara discusses 
I lie tenets of another great world religion known as Buddhism, 
vis-a-vis his Vedic concepts of Brahman and the creation. This 
icligion originated from Indian thought in sixth century B.C. It 
was founded by the great thinker Siddhdrtha Gautama , who later 
i .uric to be known as Buddha, which means the 'awakened one’. 
I'very religion has two facets, one theoretical and the other practical. 
Ilmldha is said to have kept himself to the practical side of 
irligion and taught his disciples the "knowledge of the truth 
which had brought him illumination and freedom" and how to 
Inul a life in order to get rid of the suffering that afflicted mankind 1 , 
lie did not write anything. It is later, about three hundred years 
.illor him, Buddha’s followers compiled the teachings ascribed 


A 


oil' p . 134 
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to Buddha and put them in writing in Pali, a dialect of Magadha 
(i.e. now Bihar). These compilations show the influence of thoughts 
that existed even before Buddha and those that appeared after 
him, as well as of the Upanisads' . This system of philosophy is 
known as Theravada, i.e. the doctrine of the elders. 

This doctrine holds that the world is full of suffering and the 
aim of man is to escape from it. It accepts only two means of 
getting knowledge ( pramdnas) namely perception and reasoning. 
It recognizes the distinction between the self and the material 
environment, but the concept of self is different. The doctrine 
does not accept the existence of a permanent Supreme Being or 
enduring individual souls. According to the doctrine, the ‘self is 
conceived as a combination of five factors, 1 2 3 which are called as 
skandhas , rupa , vijndna , vedcind , samjiid and sariiskdra. The Rupa- 
skandha stands for the physical world of objects and the rest 
represent the psychical elements in the self. 'Vijndno is bare 
sensation ( nirvikalpakajncina ). Vedand is feeling of pleasure or 
pain. Saihjna is conceptual knowledge ( savikalpakajndna ) and 
samskara stands for impressions carried forward by the mind i.e. 
mental dispositions’. Thus, the ‘self is merely a continuity ol 
momentary thoughts and nothing beyond that. Just as the word 
‘chariot’ stands for an assemblage of certain parts and no individual 
part can claim to be the chariot, the word ‘self stands for the 
aggregate ( sanghcila ) of the five factors. 



According to the doctrine, the self and the material world 
are each a flux, a succession (scintana) of similar things or 
happenings. Whatever is perceived in the world is but momentary 
(ksanika) and the continuity observed is similar to that of a rivet 
or a flame 4 . 


1 OIP. p. 135 

2 OIP. p. 139. 

3 BNK II p. 50. 

4 OIP. p. 141. 
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The doctrine holds that neither Being nor non-Being is the 
truth, but only becoming. There is incessant change but at the 
same time there is nothing that changes. Since there is incessant 
production, but no new things are brought into being, the world 
becomes the world-process'. 

The doctrine also holds that 2 whatever that happens, depends 
on certain conditions present, not necessarily on account of an 
agent behind them, and the happening can be stopped or changed 
by sundering the causes sustaining the effect. Thus, Buddha realized 
the causes behind the sufferings in the world and taught his 
disciples how to get rid of the sufferings by removing the causes 
behind them, through an eight-fold path of self-discipline. Though 
Buddhism does not accept the permanency of individual souls, 
it accepts the transmigration of the ‘self and the 'Karma theory 
of carrying forward the merits and demerits of individuals from 
one life to another 1 . 

According to this doctrine, the mundane cycle of birth, 
suffering, death and rebirth is sustained by a chain of a dozen links 
(niddna), which are connected together in a cause and effect 
relationship. The links are identified as ignorance ( avidya ), action 
i samskara), consciousness ( vijnana ), name and form ( ndma-rupa ), 
the six fields, viz. the five senses and mind together with their 
objects ( saddyatana ), contact between the senses and the objects 
(xparsa), sensation ( vedand ), desire ( trsna ), clinging to existence 
Utpddana), being ( bhava ), rebirth (Jdti) and pain or literally old 
age and death (jard-marana ) 4 . This endless cycle of worldly life 
is known as Bhava-cakra i.e. the wheel of existence. 

With the spread of Buddhism in India and outside, divergent 
views appeared among its followers, and several schools emerged. 


I Oil*, p. 142. 

on*, p. 143. 
' OIP. p. 145 
t OIP. p. 149. 
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Four of these schools are considered as important, and they are 
known as (1) Vaibhdsika, (2) Sautrantika, (3) Mddhyamika and 
(4) Yogdcdra or VijMnavddins. The views of the first two are 
realistic and therefore they are also called as Sarvdstivddins. The 
views of the other two schools are idealistic. They call their way 
to salvation as Mahay ana, the great way, and dub that of the firsl 
two as HTnaydna, the inferior way 1 . 

In this Adhikarana the views of Vaibhdsika and Sautrantika 
schools are considered. They hold that the world is momentary 
but real. They postulate the physical world as arising out of four 
kinds of atoms, earth, water, fire and air. In the preceding 
Adhikarana we have seen that the Nydya-Vaisesika schools hail 
postulated the existence of four kinds of atoms, earth etc. even 
during dissolution ( pralaya ), and that the world came into existence 
due to the combinations of these atoms into dyads, triads etc 
impelled by the will of the Supreme Being. But here, these 
realistic Buddhist schools assume that the world is mere 
aggregation of momentary atoms, which come into existence I'm 
a moment and vanish giving rise to another set of atoms of the 
same category. These groups of fleeting atoms only are known 
as objects like cow. pot etc. and apart from these groups there 
is no such thing as a constituted whole entity 2 . There is not much 
of a difference between the two schools. The Vaibhdsika hold tlnii 
objects are directly perceived; and the Sautrantika hold that thi s 
are known indirectly since according to the doctrine o! 
momentariness, objects cannot be present at the time they tut* 
perceived 3 . The coming sutra rejects these views. 

II 3* ^RTTfl: II 

(2-2-1 At 


I OIP. p. 196. 

(NS. 2-2-18) (BNK.II p 51) 
3 OIP. p. 201. 
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All the commentators agree that this sutra is directed 
against the Buddhist concept of the world as containing mere 
aggregations of isolated fleeting atoms. But their interpretations 
are different. 

Sahkaracarya interprets as follows 1 . These two types of 
aggregates postulated by the (Buddhist) opponents, the physical 
one caused by the atoms and the other of experience caused by 
the five psychical factors ( skandhas ), do not get established, i.e. 
their formation cannot be proved; why?; because these atoms and 
psychical factors are insentient. The mental activity also 
presupposes the existence of the aggregates i.e. the physical bodies 
and their contact with the psychical factors. Moreover the Buddhists 
do not accept the existence of any other enduring sentient being 
like an enjoying soul or the governing Lord, who could be said 
lo have brought about the activity i.e. the aggregation of the 
physical world and the psychical factors. If this propensity is 
accepted as independent of any other agency, then it will never 
irase. 


Ramanujacarya also interprets on similar lines as follows 2 , 
both of these two types of aggregates, one of elements earth etc. 
mused by the atoms, and the other of body-mind complexes 
i mised by the elements earth etc. cannot occur, on account of the 
inomcnlariness of atoms and the elements, postulated (by the 
Ihuldhists). Since everything is momentary, the perceiver himself 
is no more and the perceived is also no more. Similarly the 


__ —rs__H 




'uimvajM: hRhh, i 

: I «FH: I 17*3*2Ir*-MTH clidal I^ 

M*ftldRl^q*riHraidJ 3P=qFT Htrf: fan*** 

MHWJWIHId, HffTrgHmTOlfTHJ (S. BSB 2-2-18). 

■ll«14. drMlRd: H 4H'-T<4H I ^JKIrR+H^WlrHfrl: HlWSM 

1 wpi ^ wi^i —ifhet H HE: r^E?a he: i 

i 1*41 t|l4<1l taRdS HE: I H SR^H f'JEH, 3FEt I-H£H*4 3lIcHI I *3 

’I $lldl 7H I (Sribhasya 2-2-17). 
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knower and the known are also no more. How can any one know 
what is perceived by another? The entity T alone is the Atman 
and that alone is the knower. 

Though these arc valid arguments against the Buddhist tenets, 
the wording of the siltra does not indicate all these thoughts. At 
best, the assertion ( pratijhd ) that the aggregation ( samudaya ) 
cannot be justified, can be read in the siltra. The probans (hetu) 
offered by both the commentators, viz. the lack of sentiency on 
the part of atoms and the momentariness of the atoms etc. appear 
extraneous to the siltra. If the siltra were to convey this much only 
as interpreted above, then the Sutrakara could have said 
‘ubhayahetu- samudaydpmptih and therefore the full significance 
of the words used in the siltra does not reflect in the above 
interpretations'. 

Madhvacarya has tried to derive some reason for the assertion 
made in the sutra, from the words in the siltra itself. Though the 
word ubhaya means a thing made of two parts 1 2 3 , here it is understood 
in the sense of a thing made of two or more parts i.e. more than 
one ( aneka) parts, by way of secondary signification ( laksandvrtti)\ 
because an aggregate or group can be conceived of with two or 
more parts only. The word api indicates the rejection of the 
contingency of a group having only one member 4 . The siltra 
points out the illogicality in the Buddhist postulate that the things 

1 -?fct llfo 

^ (TC III p. 70). 

2 (i) dwiMi cK(4J (Panini 5-2-42). 

The affix tayap comes after a numeral in the sense of "that whereof the parts un 

so many", 

(ii) ferawtl <W-ai<*r4l | (Panini 5-2-43). 

The affix ayach is optionally the substitute of tayap, after the words dvi ami in 

(iii) Wi^lrTT PlcMHj (Panini 5-2-44). 

After the word ubha, ayac is always the substitute for tayap , having the iienh 

Uidaita) accent on its first syllabic, 

3 (TDK 2-2-18). 

4 3tfa: i^44,r4'-iyPr<WH^'+“ ; I (TDK 2-2-18). 
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like cow, pot and clock etc. perceived in the world are only 
aggregates or groups of fleeting atoms and that there is no such 
thing as a constituted whole entity (avayavf) as a result of 
combination of atoms. Obviously, it is absurd to think of a group 
having only one atom. The .ultra avers that even if there are more 
than one atoms it is not possible to have an aggregate unless the 
atoms combine i.e. form that aggregate. 

^ 3#r drifts 

3TOTTH: ^'TTrl: I 3^ 
frfcT 3T%^T s ^Td s l 

Even if we accept an aggregate as having more than one 
i.e. many atoms, still the existence of an aggregate cannot be 
established. There can be an aggregate only if the atoms 
combine and if there is an aggregate then there is combination 
of atoms. Thus, there is interdependence. In other words, an 
aggregate presupposes the combination of atoms into a constituted 
whole entity. For example, on a beach one can see dolls of sand 
if they are made and they would vanish in the next high tide. But 
if one insists that he secs the dolls in the expanse of sand, without 
anybody making them, then they would not vanish in high tide. 
It means that there is no scope for dissolution ( pralaya ) which 
is accepted by the Buddhists. The interdependence ( anyonyasraya ) 
between an aggregate and aggregation of atoms, (i.e. between the 
cause and the effect), is not expressly mentioned in the sutra, but 
it follows from the tenor of other words used in the sutra with 
iclerence to the logical disputations, common in those days. In 
tinier to show that a certain postulate is not tenable, the usual 
method is to demonstrate that the postulate under consideration 
leads to such logical fallacies like ‘mutual dependence 
[anyonyasraya )', ‘unending scries ( anavasthd ), absurdity etc. 

If the Buddhist opponent further tries to account for creation 
aiul dissolution, with his postulate that the world consists of only 
aggregates of momentary atoms, the next sutra answers the same. 
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II & ^rRMrM^cclIKH ^IcHMHUHIHrlcclld. & II 

(2-2-19) 

Sankaracarya takes the word itaretara as mutual and 
pratyayatva as causality. He assumes a Buddhist contention 
(piirvapaksa) that even though there is no enduring sentient 
principle postulated as the enjoyer or governor, the cycle of 
worldly life 1 , Bhava-cakra, is possible because of the cause and 
effect relationship between the factors, ignorance (avidya) etc. in 
that Bhava-cakra. The siitra refutes such a contention saying 
that 2 , that causality accounts for the origination of the different 
members in the chain, but there is no cause for their groupings 
as material aggregates and psychical factors. 

Sankaracarya has argued in the previous sillra that in the 
absence of an enduring sentient being, aggregation of the physical 
world and the psychical factors could not be possible. In view 
of this, there is little scope for such a contention by the Purvapaksin 
that 3 the cycle of worldly life continues incessantly like a rotating 
water wheel on account of the cause and effect relationship between 
the members of the chain, avidya , samskara , jara , marana, s'okti 
etc. Ramanujacarya reads the siitra a little differently and interprets 
it on similar lines. 

% HNldHNIMWTirdlcl^l 

If it be said that the occurrence of the aggregates etc. can 
take place on account of the.mutual causality of the members 
of the series, avidya, samskara etc., it is not so because 
avidya etc. cannot be the cause of aggregation (of the momentary 


1 

2 
3 


nfcFi srenfani *n font r aiwjwMd franft 

r-M'+.TM! I (S. BSB. 2-2-19). 

fefeftdhri i (s. bsb. 2 - 2 - 19 ). 
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atoms) 1 . Though avidyd produces the notion of permanency in 
impermanent things, yet avidyd etc. cannot get the status of being 
the cause of aggregating other momentary objects. Otherwise, the 
illusory knowledge of silver in shell could produce real silver. 

Having said (in the preceding sutra) that no aggregation of 
atoms or of psychical factors ( skandhas ) is possible on account 
of universal momentariness of things, how again one can raise 
a doubt whether the mutual causality of the members of the 
Ithava-cakra, avidyd etc. could be the cause of aggregates? 1 

Madhvacarya takes an all-together different line of 
interpretation. As expressed in the saying "beauty lies in the eyes 
of the beholder", the Vaibhasika hold that the perception of the 
world as ‘this is a pot’, ‘this is a cow’, ‘this is another cow’ and 
so on, involves a subjective element in it. The element includes 
thoughts ( kalpana ) like generality (Jdti), quality ( guna ), action 
(karma), name ( ndma ) and substance (dravyaf. Thus, perception 
includes much more than what is actually presented to the senses. 
In addition to the things perceived, perception depends on the 
mindset of the perceiver and his proximity to the things perceived. 
I'his interrelated or coordinated comprehension of things is what 
is conveyed by the word itaretarapratyaya in the sutra, according 
lo Madhvacarya. It is also described 5 as parasparapeksabuddhi . 

The argument in the preceding sutra is that if it is accepted 
dial the isolated momentary atoms sprawled in space only present 
themselves as various aggregates without combining into 
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formulations, it leads to the contingency of the aggregates 
remaining permanently, denying any scope for dissolution. Bill 
the Buddhist contender can argue that even if the isolated 
momentary atoms are always present and are capable of projecting 
various aggregates, the creation appears as long as this 
itaretarapratyaya exists and the absence of the same accounts foi 
the dissolution. 

According to Madhvacarya this sutra refutes such a contention, 
as follows. 

dc9dU*: ^didiMcddcdld, 

dcMM^NWWTlrd!<N<^|Ujdi fawd|UJV^<l4lc4MHI^ HFlTfAJld 

If it be said that even though the aggregate (of isolated 
fleeting atoms) is always present, its cognition is subject to the 
co-coordinated perception and in the absence of the same 
there w'ould be no cognition and that accounts for dissolution, 
it can not be so, because the scattered momentary atoms can 
(at best) be capable of presenting an aggregate but cannot bring 
about the coordinated perception by activating the mindset. 

The next sutra shows that, in fact, scattered isolated atoms 
cannot produce aggregates at all. 

II ^ II (2-2-201 

There is no assertion in the sutra. It consists of only a probanN 
So, ^ankaracarya 1 rightly takes this sutra as an additional probaiis 
for the assertion assumed by him in the preceding sutra, on the 
strength of K ca' in this one, and interprets it as follows. Buddhists 
postulate that when the subsequent momentary thing originates, 

4<iM<<4l: $I>W: TOWt M6-6HI ^ 
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the preceding one ceases to be. With this postulate, the cause and 
effect relation between preceding and succeeding momentary 
things cannot be established. For, the vanishing or vanished 
preceding momentary thing cannot be the cause of the succeeding 
momentary thing because it (the preceding one) has attained a 
state of non-existence ( abhava ). And therefore, the Buddhist 
assumption in the previous sutra that the cycle of worldly life is 
possible because of the cause and effect relationship between the 
links, ignorance, action etc. does not stand. 

Ramanujacarya also interprets the sutra in a similar way, as 
lollows 1 . And for this reason, the origination of the world is not 
possible, according to the doctrine of momentariness. Since the 
preceding moment is destroyed at the time of the origination of 
the succeeding moment, it cannot be the cause of the succeeding 
moment. (The word moment is to be taken as a momentary thing). 

Though there is nothing untenable in the above arguments, 
the doubt is whether these are intended by the Sutrakartd here. 
In this Buddhist doctrine of momentariness which is dubbed as 
Ksanikavada or ksanabhangavada , the Vaibhdsika hold that the 
physical world consists of an infinite number of fleeting atoms, 
each one being unique and therefore called as svalaksana. Each 
svalaksana is produced by the preceding one in its series and 
I'.ives rise in its turn to the succeeding one in the same series 2 . 
Thus, a cause and effect relation between the preceding and 
Micceeding atoms is accepted. This basic postulate of the 
Vaibhasika that 3 “as soon as the succeeding momentary atom is 
produced, the preceding one ceases to be’ ’ stands heavily criticized 
hy the Veddntins. The Sutrakdra also does criticize this postulate, 
lull in the next sutra. Here, he simply quotes that postulate as a 
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probans. It indicates that he proposes here to confirm the refutation 
of the Buddhist assumption of the world as consisting of aggregates 
of fleeting atoms, done in the previous sutra, on the strength of 
their own basic postulate. The point to be noted in this basic 
postulate is that each momentary atom is capable of producing 
only another atom similar ( sadrsa ) to itself 1 . 

Since the sutra contains only a probans, Madhvacarya takes 
it as an additional reasoning to substantiate the point that isolated 
and scattered atoms cannot produce aggregates (samudaya) ol 
atoms, established in the previous sutra. The exposition of the 
sutra would be as follows. 

T^RTdTd, dTdTTef WW dd dTRd 

tow ai««i+i4fu 

Since the cause, the preceding atom in its series, cease* 
to exist as soon as it produces the succeeding atom in the same 
series, similar to itself, the cause is competent to produce only 
a like effect. Therefore, when a cause has done its work of 
producing a like effect (and ceased to exist), it is improper to 
expect it again to produce a dissimilar work like forming an 
aggregate of atoms. 

The next sutra demonstrates that this postulate that a cause 
ceases to exist as soon as it produces an effect every moment, 
is also not sustainable. 

II & OTOTcT II 

( 2 - 2 - 21 ) 

3R7TrI, 3WTd, «bl4TcMRl: dd.dTd 

SlfdfTRT: £Tfd: | ^TfrRFI^Td *TTd: I 3FW, Wd 


I tf|ui«MI< 4.'K'J|<-M 4K3I4.|4->HH ^ (TDK. 2-2-20). 
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sJtHIcMK +K U IHI feniN^: ^ I ^ 

fcj: ^ <FTT ficl *mwi»j|i m FTT^J' 

If it be said that when the cause is absent, an effect can 
originate, then the statement that "it is the effect of that 
cause" stands contradicted. If an effect can happen without 
a cause, then there will be an undesirable contingency of 
unything originating everywhere. Otherwise i.c., if it is assumed 
that the effect originates when the cause is also present, then 
(lie cause and effect would simultaneously exist. It also means 
(hat the cause exists for two moments. If a momentary cause 
can exist for two moments, there is no reason why it should 
perish in subsequent moments. It may produce further effects 
and those may produce similar effects and all these effects 
may exist simultaneously. 

In such a case, one may expect a potter’s shed to be filled 
with a large number of pots in a few moments without any effort 
• >n the part of the potter. 

All the commentators agree on the interpretation of this sutra. 
I he interpretations by Sahkaracarya and Ramanujacarya are on 
these lines only. But these arguments are used by them in the 
previous sutra also. Therefore, the same here appear as repetitions. 

The next sutra refutes the very concept of destruction of a 
thing after existing for just a moment, postulated in Buddhist 
philosophy. 

II 3* y NPlfi^41 Mily N1 & II 

( 2 - 2 - 22 ) 

Here Sankhyd means intellect and pratisankhya is taken as 
intentional or deliberate. Nirodha is used in the sense of destruction. 


• I P 2-2-21. 
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Thus, pratisahkhydirodha signifies deliberate or voluntary 
destruction as when a clay-pot is broken by a stick, which is 
perceivable. On the other hand, apratisankhyanirodha signifies 
involuntary destruction or natural decay, which goes on unnoticed 
automatically, which is imperceptible or subtle. The sutra declares: 

=3 3WTTH: 

Whatever exists in the world cannot get destroyed, either 
deliberately by some agency or through the natural process of 
decay, on account of continuity or non-interruption. The sutra 
states what is known as the ‘Law of indestructibility’ in modem 
science. It avers that whatever exists in the world cannot get 
destroyed but continues to exist in one state or the other, solid, 
liquid or gaseous. Absolute destruction is impossible. All the 
commentators agree on the purport of this sutra. But they apply 
it to different contexts of Buddhist philosophy. 

According to Sankaracarya the Buddhists hold that everything 
that forms an object of knowledge is produced and momentary, 
except three things, namely, pratisankhydnirodho, 
apratisankhyanirodha and dkdsa. The three are held to be non 
substantial and negative in character ( abhava- mdtra). Akasa will 
be discussed later. Buddhists postulate that the world is but u 
number of series ( Santana ) of momentary things. This sutra avers 
that both'voluntary and involuntary destructions of things in thr 
world are not possible. Destruction must refer to either the series 
(,Santcina ) of momentary things as a whole or to the things 
themselves. The destruction of the series is not possible because its 
members are connected together as cause and effect in an unbroken 
manner. Destruction of the things without leaving any residue (i.e 
niranvaya ) is also not possible because there always remains 
some residue by which the original thing can be recognized. Thr 
residue may be perceptible or could be inferred. Therefore, both 
the types of destruction conceived by the Buddhists are groundless 1 


I SRK. p. 380. 
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Ramanujacarya also interprets the sutra in a similar way as 
follows. The two types of destruction, which the Buddhists talk 
of as pratisankhyanirodha and apratisankhyanirodha are not 
possible on account of the impossibility of an absolute destruction 
of the existent. The origination and destruction of an existing 
thing are not possible as they can only mean a change of state 
and name. But the ingredient of a thing in any state is the same 
one and is constant. This has been propounded by us 1 
while reasoning out the fact that the effect is not different 
from the cause, while explaining the term * tadananyatvam’ 
(in BS. 2-1-15). 


As said earlier, the world, according to Buddhists, is but a 
number of series or successions ( Santana ) of momentary things, 
where each thing exists for a moment and perishes after producing 
another one similar to itself. With reference to this postulate, 
Madhvacarya understands the term pratisankhyanirodha as the 
deliberate and perceptible destruction of the succession of 
momentary things and designates it as sasantanavinasa. On the 
other hand, he takes the term apratisankhyanirodha as the 
automatic and imperceptible destruction of things without leaving 
any residue, that goes on within the succession, as assumed by 
(lie Buddhists, and designates it as nissantdnavindsa. The sutra 
asserts that both are not possible 2 . 


The probans ( hetu ) for the above assertion is ‘ aviccheddt'. 
Buddhists accept that when a cause is present it must produce an 
effect 3 . Madhvacarya understands the word ‘ aviccheddt ’ as "on 
account of the continuity of production of effect when cause is 
present". 


(US. 2-1-15)’ fetra DlcNlRdHJ (Sribhasya-RDK. 2-2-21). 

(•mhhtR'ji q: nfhw fairer, m i (TP. 2 - 2 - 22 ) 

•f.K'il ttfh ^ ITcT f^WTvgqTTOT3. l (TP. 2-2-22). 
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Thus, the exposition of the suira would be as follows : 

rWT srfrl^T- 

Pn*kdMRMI*R"M ^ mm'- 3^WtT: 31 FTfcl 

+l4'dddlft^l<l ffd TO 4dlMdl^ q? 

^q<lrqr^^4iKI< 3TOTFT TOTRFR^q STT^TOJ 1 

The deliberate and perceptible destruction of the succession 
of momentary things, and the automatic and imperceptible 
destruction of momentary things without leaving any residue, 
going on within the succession, are both not possible on account 
of the inevitable continuity of production of effect when cause 
is present. On account of the obligation on the part of the 
cause to produce an effect when the cause is present, it has 
to be accepted that when the succeeding momentary thing is 
produced, the preceding one is not destroyed and therefore 
there is no reason why the preceding one should get destroyed. 

For example, in the case of deliberate destaiction of a clay- 
jar, an existing jar only can be destroyed. Therefore, since that 
jar exists it must produce another jar as its effect. Similarly this 
new jar must produce another one and so on. Then, where is the 
scope for interrupting this series? 2 

The next sutm discusses another hypothesis in Buddhist 
philosophy. 

|| & ^ to II (2-2-23) 

The siirrci mentions only a probans and the assertion is left 
wide open. Sankaracarya takes a very general assertion that the 
Buddhist doctrine is not reasonable. He raises two alternatives 
about the destruction of avidya etc. "If the destruction of avidya 
etc. results from perfect knowledge and the adoption of the ethical 

1 TPD. 2-2-22. 

2 Adi ft 5tRI: I FTr^Rl | ^^4 ^ if,*! 

I (TP. 2-2-22). 
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path, we must give up the view that destruction takes place 
without any cause. If avidya etc., are destroyed of their own 
accord, what is the use of the ethical path and the knowledge that 
everything is momentary, painful and void?" 1 Since it becomes 
defective both ways, the Buddhist doctrine is unreasonable. 

At present, the Sutrakara is discussing the views of Buddhists 
about ontology. Therefore, Sankaracarya’s reference here to the 
destruction of avidya etc. which is a part of Buddhist doctrine 
about origin and removal of suffering in the world, appears out 
of context, in the absence of any specific assertion in the sutra. 
Moreover, in his commentary Sahkaracarya takes the destruction 
of avidya etc. as falling within the purview of deliberate destruction 
{pratisankhydnirodhdntahpdti) according to Buddhist hypothesis. 
Then, where is the scope for the alternative of involuntary 
destruction of avidya etc.? 

Ramanujacarya carries forward the discussion of the two 
types of destruction of things, from the previous sutra, as follows. 
< )i igination of a thing from void and passing away of an existent 
thing into void are not possible. If something originates from 
void, it would be of the nature of void only. But neither the 
Buddhists hold the world to be of the nature of nothingness, nor 
is it seen so. If an existent thing becomes void on destruction, 
then the world would be destroyed after just one moment and 
become void. The subsequent world that originates from the void 
would also be of the nature of void. Therefore, as both the views 
;ire defective, the origination and destruction (of the world) cannot 
lie as told by the Buddhists 2 . The word 'ubhayatha' in the sutra 
indicates two clear antithetical positions. Such an antithesis is 
not visible in the above interpretation 3 . 

3 i wwft (S. bsb. 

3-2-23) (SRK p.38l). 

' Sribhasyu 2-2-22. 

> HNK. II. p. 68. 
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Madhvacarya takes a different line. In Buddhist view 1 , there I 
is no Being at all, and the only reality is Becoming. Reality 
consists in causal efficiency or the capacity to effect something. 
This capacity to produce something is assumed to manifest not 
bit by bit but at once and fully. This causal efficiency is designated 
as 'arthakriydkdritva '. Since a thing Is only when it Acts, it must 
be momentary. If in the first moment itself the cause does not 
cease to exist after producing a like effect, there will be the 
undesirable contingency of an endless production of effects 2 3 . 

Thus, the conclusion that everything real must be momentary, 
i.e. everything must face destruction after a momentary existence, 
is based on presumption (arthdpatti). 

Since the present sutra contains only a probans and the 
conjunctive particle 'ca\ it is logical to take it as providing an 
additional reason in support of the assertion established in the 
preceding sutra. In the last sutra , the two types of destruction held 
by the Buddhists are refuted in view of their own rule that when 
a cause is present it must produce an effect. The present sutra 
declares, according to Madhvacarya, that whether this rule is true 
or false, in both the cases ( ubhayathd ) the Buddhist postulate of 
destruction of things after momentary existence is defective. 

frirf *rafcl ^ ?fcl I 

sfo 3W1$ a# TfTTcf ^TTTHT SITcRint 
T^=TRT: I 

In case the rule that when a cause is present then the efTeci 
is necessarily present is true, the sense of cause and effect 
cannot be established since both are simultaneously present 
(like the horns of an animal). In the absence of that rule, u 
cause may not have any effect and in that case it faces the 

1 OIP. p. 211. 212. 

2 BNK II p. 59. 

3 VKM. 2.2.23. 
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undesirable contingency of losing its reality (due to lack of 
causal efficiency) ( arthakriyakaritva ). Since both the 
alternatives are defective, the destruction of existing things 
every moment after producing a like effect, is improper. 

Thus, the theory of momentariness ( ksanikat\>a ) argued by the 
Buddhists on the basis of presumptive reasoning ( arthapatti ), is 
refuted by this silt ret. Another argument put forth by them in 
support of momentariness, based on inference ( anumdna ), is being 
refuted in the next siltra. 

The Buddhist syllogism is that "whatever exists that is 
momentary as for example the flame of a lamp etc" 1 . The example 
of a flame is chosen because it flickers and its size varies from 
moment to moment. So it can be taken as a succession of 
momentary flames. The Sutrakara refutes this argument by putting 
forth a counter-syllogism in the next sutra, according to 
Madhvacarya. 

II 3=0 3TTORT # II (2-2-24) 

In the same way as the flame provides an illustration of 
continuous variations, Akasa (sky) is an example where there 
are no internal modifications and therefore it can be inferred 
that whatever exists is not momentary (but stable) like Akasa. 

Perhaps the Sutrakara deliberately chooses the example of 
Akasa, because the Buddhists hold that Akasa and the two types 
of destruction (discussed in BS. 2-2-22) are eternal and 
unproduced 2 . But the Buddhists also hold Akasa to be mere 
absence of occupying bodies 3 and a non-entity ( abhdva ). 

I 3T SlftFS Wt I (TP. 2-2-24). 

.* aircraft ft ^ ffft sfraffrU: I (BVB. 2-2-24). 

I (S. BSB. 2-2-22). 


I 
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Madhvacarya argues in his Anuvydkhydna that the concept of 
abhava is always with reference to a counter-correlative 
(pratiyogin) as for example ghatdbhava, but Akasa' can be 
understood without reference to any such correlative. One cannot 
argue thatAfalva is that where everything is absent. On the contrary, 
wherever any object is present Akasa also exists and provides 
room for the object. So Akasa is an entity ( bhavarupa ). 

Sankaracarya interprets this sutra itself as refuting the Buddhist 
concept of Akasa as a non-entity. Out of three things namely 
pratisankhydnirodha, apratisankhyanirodha and Akasa , held by 
Buddhists as non-substantial and negative in character, their 
concept about the first two are already refuted earlier and the same 
about Akasa is being refuted now. The sutra avers that “In the 
case of akasa also, there being no difference, it can not be treated 
as a non-entity” 1 2 . Akasa is the substratum of sound. The Buddhists 
hold that akasa is the support of air and is eternal. So it must be 
an entity. That which is non-substantial can be neither eternal not 
non-eternal 3 . 

Ramanujacarya also interprets the sutra on similar lines and 
holds that the Sutrakdra is refuting here, in passing (prasangerui), 
the Buddhist concept that Akasa is unsubstantial. 

Sankaracarya interprets the term ‘avisesa ’ in the sutra as non 
difference between the untenability of the Buddhist concept ol 
two-fold destruction, and that of Akasa as having a non-substanliul 
and negative character. Ramanujacarya understands the same term 
as non-difference between the substantial and positive characlei 
of Akasa, and that of other elements Earth etc. Madhvacarya holds 
that the term stands for the stability i.e. lack of internal 
modifications in Akasa. Thus, it is a guesswork done by the 

1 BNK II p 60. 

2 SKK p. 381. 

3 51^11^*1 -sngtRFreraftsro:— farqqj R H 1*| 

31 Picard 3T tfrraPl I (S. BSB 2-2-24). 
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commentators regarding what could be at the back of Siitrkdra’s 
mind. Considering the flow of thoughts in this Adhikarana, 
Madhvacarya’s interpretation of this siitra as refuting the main 
postulate of Buddhists that the world is momentary, appears more 
meaningful and imaginative. 

The refutation of the concept of momentariness of the world 
continues in the next siltra , with the evidence of our common 
experience of recollection ( anusmrti ). 

II 3=0 II (2-2-25) 

^ Eiffel ddl 

The (Buddhist postulate of) universal momentariness is 
not established by inference, with syllogisms like ‘whatever 
exists that is momentary as for example the flame of a lamp 
etc.’, on account also of (our common) experience of recognition 
as ‘this is verily that (cow or pot etc.)’. 

For the experience of recognition, the perceiver and the thing 
perceived have to exist at both the moments, the moment of 
cognition and that of recognition. Hence they cannot be momentary. 
Even in the case of unstable things like a stream of water or a 
llame which are known to be successions of momentary things 
and which are usually quoted by the Buddhists as examples of 
momentariness, at least the perceiver must be stable to vouch for 
(he existence of that series of fleeting things. 

All the commentators agree on the purport of this sutra. that 
the things in the world are not momentary but stable. 

The coming sutra and the next three are treated by 
Madhvacarya as one Adhikarana , discussing the tenets of 
Mcidhyamika School among the Buddhists. The school believes 
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in no reality whatsoever and is therefore described as Sunyavada'. 
The Veddntins hold that according to the Madyamika School, 
the ‘ Sunya' (void) is the only truth 2 . Trivikram Pandita summarizes 
the tenets of this school as follows. The Madhyamika hold 
that this sunyci, which is described as eternal, devoid of all attributes, 
one without a second, self-luminous, free from limitations and 
beyond thought and speech, is the cause of this world i.e. appears 
as this world. Since it is covered due to delusion, this world of 
pluralities experienced, has only a provisional reality ( samvrti- 
satya). but it does not really exist. The worldly experience is a 
mistake ( vikalpa ). It exists for the purpose of worldly transactions 
only and lasts as long as our vision is deluded. When the nature 
of this Sunya is realized, this empirical world vanishes completely 
like a dream only '. This is considered as the state of emancipation, 
which can be achieved by adhering to the prescribed eight-fold 
path of self-discipline. 

The following four siitras are going to refute these views. 

II & II ( 2 - 2 - 26 ) 

3I«WI<U 4 

It is not proper to accept blank or void as the cause of 
the world, because causation from a non-existent thing Is 
nowhere seen in the world. 

Since no such thing is observed anywhere, no evidence can 
be furnished either of perception or of inference. 

1 OIP. p. 220 . 

2 OIP. p. 221 

3 SPIr^R"! 
Wfcl tRlri) I dcU<fcM I : McmWnR * cmj.jl 

(TPD. 2 2-26). 

4 VKM. 2-2-26. 
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Sankaracarya’s interpretation of this sutra is also on the same 
line as follows. ‘Entity does not arise from non-existence since 
it is not observed’ 1 . He quotes an example 2 . If things can arise 
from non-existence, then sprouts etc. may spring from rabbit’s 
horns etc. But somehow he relates this sutra and the next, to the 
discussion of the tenets of Vaibhasika and Sautrdntika schools 
in the previous Adhikarana. But they are realists. Ramanujacarya 
also interprets the sutras on similar lines and connects them to 
the previous Adhikarana. The discussions appear rather far-fetched. 

In order to confirm the assertion in this sutra , the Sutrakdra 
offers another proof based on the well-known method called 
rcductio ad absurdum, in the next sutra: 

II & II (2-2-27) 

Sahkaracarya interprets the sutra as follows 3 . If existence 
should spring from non-existence, even lazy and inactive people 
would reap benefits without putting forth effort. This is not proper. 
True; idle people getting the benefits without putting in any effort, 
is undesirable, improper and rare. But it can not be said to be 
impossible or absurd 4 . Thus, the interpretation does not appear 
befitting. 

Ramanujacarya also interprets the sutra on the same lines. 

Uddsina means 5 ‘indifferent’ ‘unconcerned’ ‘passive’ and 
‘taking no part in the creation of material universe’. The last 
meaning refers to imaginary things like rabbit’s hom, sky-flower 
etc. Madhvacarya takes this sense of the word and interprets the 
siitra differently as follows. 


I SRK. p. 382. 

.’ 4HIRimuilR^sf5[ (S. BSB. 2-2-26). 

'jUMlHpWdRlfti: ^ I (S. BSB 2-2-27). 

I BNK II. p. 70. 

' SKD. p. 105. 
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nfcl ^RTRRT ts.’MN5Wr«li 

*hi*ii< ^i<*-qiR+i4lwk: 


In this way i.e. if void or non-being were to be accepted 
as causally efficient, then one may expect even the fictitious 
things taking no part in the creation of the material universe, 
which are not objects worthy of pursuit or avoidance, to 
fructify, and fragrance etc. may come from sky-flower etc. 


Thus, acceptance of the causality of non-existent things yields 
impossible and absurd results and hence it fails to be true. 

The world may not be a transformation ( parinama ) of void 
(sunya). Even then the Madhyamikas can argue that the world can 
be a Vivaria - an illusory appearance - of void, just like the 
appearance of silver in a shell. The next sutra refutes such an 
argument. 

II II ( 2 - 2 - 28 ) 

3W13:, ^ ffrT ?T, flf^fcl 

The world is not non-existence or nullity i.e. it is not that 
except void ( sunya ) nothing is true, because the world is 
perceivable as existing. 


Our perception of the world as real cannot be brushed aside 
as illusion like the perception of silver in a shell, because, the 
erroneous perception of silver in a shell is later sublated after 
seeing the shell, but no such sublation happens in case of our 
perception of the world. If we are to believe that the world is an 
illusion while seeing it in reality, then it should be reasonable to 
conclude that it is a rope while seeing a snake, without even 
verifying it. In could be a real snake as well. 

As already said, Saiikaracarya has included the preceding two 
sutras in the previous Adhikarana , discussing the tenets ol 



IBS.2-2-28] 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 


377 


Vaibhdsika and Sautrantika schools. He prefers to include the 
present sutra and the next, in the coming Adhikarana, which is 
going to discuss the tenets of Yogacdra School or Vijnanavadins. 
Possibly he holds that the Sutrakara makes no reference to the 
Mddhyamika school, though an important section among Buddhists , 
as seen from his following remark 1 . “And now, Sunyavdda is 
contradicted by the entire available evidence and therefore no 
attention is given (by the Sutrakara) to refute that view." But the 
same thing is true about other schools of Buddhism as well. It 
seems that Sahkaracarya has diplomatically abstained from 
criticizing the Mddhyamika School advocated by the popular 
Buddhistic thinkers like Nagarjuna. It is interesting to note that 
in the summary of Mddhyamika tenets mentioned at the beginning 
of this Adhikarana , if the words sunya, samvrttisatya and vikalpa 
arc substituted by the words Brahman , Vydvahdrika-satya and 
Avidyd (or Maya) respectively, it sounds almost like the doctrine 
of Vivartavada. According to V. S. Ghate, Vallabhacarya observes 
dial both the doctrines are equally unreasonable. 2 

Sankaracarya presents a lengthy discussion first and shows the 
views of Vijndnvddins that ‘the world of external things is not real’- 1 
and that ‘ideas are the only reality’. The present sutra is said to 
refute this position and it is interpreted by him as follows. ‘The non¬ 
existence (of external objects) can not be maintained on account 
of perception’ 4 . This interpretation is not at variance with that of 
Madhvacarya, but it ‘repudiates the interpretation of the mdyd 
doctrine (put forth by Sankaracarya only) which holds that all 
objects are illusory or non-existent’ 5 . 

Ramanujacarya interprets the sutra in the same way. 


i 

i 

l 

i 

1 


f 1 (S.BSB-VA. 2-2-31). 


VSG. p. 78. 
SRK. p. 384. 
SRK. p. 383. 
SRK. p. 385. 
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Now, a doubt may arise that a dream also appears real 
while dreaming, but the objects covered by the dream experience 
are not real; similarly though our perception reveals the world 
to be real, it could be unreal. The next sutra answers this 
doubt. 

|| II (2-2-29) 

And the world is not non-existence or nullity like the 
dream-objects, because the dream is of a different nature 
(when compared with waking state experience) as the dream- 
objects get sublated when the dreamer wakes up and knows 
that it is a dream only and not a waking state experience. 

By and large, all the commentators agree on the purport of 
this sutra. The Sutrakara points out here that the dream experience 
and the waking state experience are not comparable but of a 
different nature, though both are experiences. To drive home this 
point Sankariicarya offers a befitting example 1 . He says that though 
fire and water have the common property of being primary elemeni 
(,sadharmya ), fire perceived as hot, cannot be expected to be cool 
on the analogy of water. Thus, the existence of the empirical 
world can not be denied on the analogy of dream experience or 
the illusion of snake on a piece of rope etc. The Mcitlhyamikii 
cannot argue that as the dream experience gets sublated aftci 
waking up, our perceptions of the reality of the world can he 
invalidated in course of time, when the nature of Sunya i.c 
Sunyata is realized. For, the same argument can rebound on him 
like a boomrang. The Veddntin can say that even the realization 
of Sunyata may one day get sublated by a knowledge that it is 
just a perversion of logic and a philosophical confusion 2 . 




1 R ft atftn sftnf i <s. bsb 2 - 2 - 29 ). 

2 BNK. II. p. 74. 75. 
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In this Adhikarana the validity of the tenets of Yogdcdra 
school of Buddhism, is discussed. 

Modern philosophers use the term ‘knowledge’ to denote 
only true cognition. But as per the Yogdcdra school, any cognition- 
true or false- is the truth. Hence, ‘knowledge’ and such other 
terms are replaced here below by ‘cognition’ and such other 
terms. 

“According to the Yogdcdra , cognition ( vijndna) is the sole 
truth and its whole content is false. Among the factors ‘cognizer’ 
‘cognized’ and ‘ cognition the last one is here taken to be true. 
There is neither subject nor object but only a succession of ideas. 
The specific form, which cognition at any particular instant assumes 
is determined in this view, not by an outside object presented to 
it, but by past experience. That is, the stimulus always comes from 
within, never from without. It is in no way dependent upon 
objects existing outside, but is to be traced to an impression 
( vdsand) left behind by past experience, which in its turn goes 
hack to another impression, that to another experience and so on 
indefinitely in a beginningless series. At no particular stage in the 
'.cries, it must be noted, is the experience due to an external factor. 
In other words, the ideas signify nothing but themselves. Since 
ihc Yogdcdra believes in the reality of nothing but these ideas 
{vijndna), he is also designated as vijndnavddin"'. 

It is seen in the previous Samuddyddhikarana that vijndna 
means bare sensation or consciousness ( nirvikalpakajnana) i.e. 
ihc ‘cognizer’. Rupaskandha stands for the world of objects and 
Vcdand for the feelings, both constituting the ‘cognizable’. Samjnd 
icpresents the conceptual ‘cognition’ i.e. idea or thought 
l uivikalpakajnana). But here,Vijndna itself is taken as ‘cognition’ 


i OIP. p. 205. 
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i.e. idea or thought, because Vijnanavadins hold that among the 
triad, cognizer, cognizable and cognition, cognition alone is true. 

The next two sutras refute these postulates. 

|| # ^ & || (2-2-30) 

Sahkaracarya takes the word bhdva in the sense of existence 
and interprets the sutra as follows : Vijnana-vada attempts to 
account for the variety of ideas by the variety of mental impressions 
(vasanas) without any reference to external objects. The sutra is 
said to refute this contention arguing that "the existence of 
impressions is not possible on account of non-perception”. Without 
the perception of external objects the existence of mental 
impressions is impossible 1 . 

Ramanujacarya also takes the term bhdva as existence anti 
interprets the sutra as under : The existence of mere cognition 
devoid of objects is not possible, because it is not experienced 
anywhere 2 . 

Both these arguments are correct. But there is no word in the 
sutra to indicate the sense of Vdsand. Further if bhdva is taken 
to mean ‘existence’, then there is no extra word to indicate the 
sense of cognition. When the subject in the syllogism is itscll 
imported ( adhyahrta ), the interpretations appear far-fetched. 

The term bhdva also means 3 idea, thought etc. i.e. cognition. 
Madhvacarya takes this sense of the word and interprets the siitra. 

MHIUMHMIdJ 

Cognition alone cannot project itself in the form of the 
world, because there is no experience to that effect, i.e. there 
is no evidence. 


1 SRK. p. 386. 

2 SrTbhasya - SV. 2-2-29. 

3 SED. p. 403. 
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Here also, the predicate of the syllogism, ‘jagat' is imported. 
Bill in the case of refutation of the views of Vijhanavada about 
ontology, the subject and the probans suggest the missing predicate. 
We have already seen earlier a similar importation of the predicate 
jagatkaranatvam' while interpreting the siitra ‘ndsatodrstatvdt’ 
(BS. 2-2-26). Instead of using the word jndncnh, the Sutrakara 
has used the word bhdva, to suggest 1 that cognition having a 
positive existence (bhavali iti bhavah i.e. sat ) is free from the fault 
of a non-being (asat) claiming to be cause of the world. It hints 
at ihe assumption that Vijnanavcida is an improvement on 
Simyavada, where the cause as such is pure non-being (asat) 2 . The 
purport of the surra is that cognition itself cannot be taken as the 
world of objects because the difference between cognition and the 
cognizable is an observed conclusion. This observation ‘cannot 
he treated as a misapprehension, as there is no sublating cognition 
lo the contrary’ 3 . Nor can it be proved to be untrue by any valid 
logical arguments. 

The next star a provides another reason to show why knowledge 
cannot be the cause of the world. 

II 3*3 II (2-2-31) 

Cognition cannot be taken as the world of objects 
because thoughts are fleeting i.e. they perish within a vary 
short time. But the world of objects is stable and real as proved 
earlier (BS. 2-2-25,28). 

The purport of the siitra is that the objects of cognition are 
enduring, but their awareness or thoughts are short-lived and 
ihcrefore the two cannot be the same 4 . 

I sIHWM ^ R (TDK. 2-2-30). 

' BNK U. p. 76. 
i BNK II. p. 77. 

I ?fh rro: • (TDK. 2-2-30). 
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According to Sankaracarya this sCitra refutes the position of 
the Vijnanavcldin that ego-consciousness ( dlayavijnana ) can be 
the abode of Vdsands , as the former is itself momentary. This 
position is applicable to other schools of Buddhism like Vaibhdsika 
and Sautriintika and not exclusively to Vijnanavada The 
interpretation appears far-fetched, like the preceding one, since 
there is no term in the sutra to suggest a discussion of dlayavijnana. 
Ramanujacarya does not mention this sutra. 

The next sutra concludes the discussion of the tenets of 
different schools of Buddhism, and refutes all of them in one stroke 

|| to to || ( 2 - 2 - 32 ) 

WIT 5T^t 4 ^[ui+rc^qH RfTHlta^R d] ^ 

'#I^T: 5TTUT: MH|U| ^ I 

In every alternative view, whether it is momentariness 
of worldly objects or non-difference between void and the 
world or non-difference between cognition and the world, 
these factions hostile to Vedas are not acceptable because 
they have no evidence and they are incompatible with 
available evidence. 

Sankaracarya’s interpretation is also on the same lines as 
follows. The different doctrines of the reality of external objects, 
or of ideas and general nothingness contradict one another. The 
Buddhist doctrine cannot be accepted 1 2 3 . 

Ramanujacarya takes this sutra as refuting nihilism 
(sunyavada) and interprets it as under. “And as nihilism is illogical 
in every way, it can not be accepted’The Sutrakara’s general 
remark in this sutra, applies to all shades of Buddhism and not 
to nihilism alone. 


1 BNK. ll. p. 81. 

2 SRK. p. 387. 

3 SrTbhasya- SV. 2-2-30. 
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In this Adhikarana. the Sutrakdra discusses the validity of the 
tenets of another great religion of Indian origin, known as Jainism. 
It is older than Buddhism and has a good following in Western 
and Southern parts of India. Like Buddhism, Jainism does not 
believe in a Supreme Being and does not accept the authority of 
Vedas. But it accepts the existence of an infinite number of JTvas, 
the conscious beings like the JTvdtman or Purusa of Vedic schools, 
and AjTva, the inanimate things, which include matter as well as 
lime and space. Thus, Jainism is a theological mean between 
Vedic schools and Buddhism 1 . 

The Jains hold that an infinite number of JTvas exist, which 
are all alike and eternal. They are all believed to be intrinsically 
having all knowledge, power, peace and perfection. The empirical 
difference between the JTvas is held to be due to obscuration of 
these glorious innate characteristics by their karmas. The JTvas 
are held to be capable of expanding and contracting and thus 
becoming exactly equal to the size of the body they occupy in 
the world. JTvas are considered as the experients ( bhokta ) and the 
agents (karlci) 2 . 

The inanimate category (ajTva) comprises time, space and 
matter {pudgala). According to Jainism, the world is full of an 
infinite number of atoms, all of the same kind, and they give rise 
in the elements, earth, water, fire and air and an infinite variety 
of things 3 . Jains hold that matter (pudgala) is indefinite and 
indeterminate and therefore with respect to matter absolute 
nliirmation and absolute negation are both erroneous 4 . They also 
believe that reality is so complex in its structure that its precise 

I OIP. p. 155,156. 

* OIP. p. 157. 158. 

' OIP. p. 162. 

I OIP. p. 163.164. 
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nature baffles all attempts to describe it directly and once for all. 
Therefore they make it known through a series of partially true 
statements without committing themselves to any one among 
them exclusively. Accordingly, the Jains enunciate the nature of 
reality in seven steps, known as saptabhahgT i.c. the sevenfold 
formula. The seven steps are : 

1. May be, is (syat asti). 

2. May be, is not (syat ndsti). 

3. May be, is and is not (syat asti ndsti). 

4. May be, is inexpressible (syat avaktavyah). 

5. May be, is and is inexpressible (syat asti ca avaktavyah ca). 

6. May be, is not and is inexpressible (syat ndsti ca avaktavyah ca). 

7. May be, is, is not and is inexpressible (syat asti ca ndsti ca 
avaktavyah ca). 

This is known as the syadvdda i.e. 'the doctrine of may he' 
of Jainism. 

The next four sutras refute these postulates. 

II ® # II (2-2-33) 

<rlT4 <rllc1 

Wei ffa 

3#Td?R7HWTT H f: 

3ttt*-HlNclc c lldJ 

It is not proper to expect seven kinds of indefinite (ami 
contradictory) attributes like may be it is, may be it is not, 
may be it is and is not, may be it is inexpressible, may be ll 
is and is inexpressible, may be it is not and is inexpressible, 
may be it is and is not and is inexpressible in one and the same 
thing because it is impossible as there is no evidence to thnl 
effect. 
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All the commentators concur with this purport of the siitra. 

But S. Radhakrishnan remarks : “The Jciina doctrine of 
<mekanta-vdda describes the complexity of objects. The different 
i|ualities possessed by an object are not contradictory to one 
another” 1 . 

The next sutra considers the Jaina theory that the JTva pervades 
the entire body it occupies. 

II 3* qcj ^TTTSchlr^H, 3=o II (2-2-34) 

lid ^ 

If the {Jciina) theory that a JTva is of the same size as that 
of the body it occupies is accepted, then a JTva in a minute 
creature (like an ant) cannot occupy the whole body of a large 
imimal like an elephant (when that JTva passes into that large 
body in the course of its transmigration). 

Conversely, when the JTva occupying a large body has to pass 
•*n to a small creature, then its size would be far in excess of the 
I'tuly size of that small creature 3 . 

All the commentators agree on the purport of this siitra. 

The Jains may defend their theory by arguing that the JTva 
•. capable of expanding or contracting to suit the body it has to 
• iiviipy. The next sutra refutes such a contention. 

II & ^ ^ M+RIK*J: 33s || 

(2-2-35) 

'I'lPJT^ d-d^MR*llUMI|f)4)KI< ^ ^ 3#^: I $cl:? 


' SRK. p. 388. 

M USB. 2.2.34. 
UNK. p. 85. 
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Even if it be accepted that a JTva assumes the dimension 
of the respective body, which it enters (in each birth), that 
too is not compatible; whence? because in tiiat case JTva 
becomes subject to modifications and because of its further 
concomitant adverse consequences like impermanence and 
inability to attain liberation on the part of JTva and the futility 
of philosophy. 

There is unanimity among the commentators on the 
interpretation of this sutra. 

This discussion about the dimension of JTva as postulated by 
Jainism continues further in the next sutra froin a different angle. 
If a JTva assumes the dimension of the respective body, which 
it enters during its earthly pilgrimage, then what is its dimension 
in the slate of liberation? One cannot argue that a JTva has no 
dimension at all in the liberated state, because there cannot be a 
substance or entity without any dimension 1 . And in Jainism, JTva 
is described as a spiritual substance 2 . Then, since a JTva cannot 
have a dimension without a body according to the Jaina theory, 
the existence of a body for a JTva even in its liberated state, has 
to be accepted*. Then a question arises whether this body is 
eternal or perishable. It cannot be taken as perishable because in 
that case the liberated state would be similar to the mundane 
state 4 . 

The next sutra points out the fallacy even in accepting this 
body as eternal. 



(2-2-36) 


1 3 H 5*wR- 3 | (Tp 2.2.36). 

2 OIP. p. 172. 

3 35T313 *331 313 Sr: MKHluiHifl'+.K'JI 32$ 2.([*3[ft (CJDK. 2-2-3ft) 

«$t$ft MhAjh I (TP. 2-2-36). 

4 hcM 3TI 3TCT wskwHMvWdHiciici.l (TP. 2-2- 36) 
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3RJcP%Rl^ Picked FUr*. ^M*INI<^ic4lte*|fc|ldJ 

Since a liberated JTvatman has a dimension and since that 
JTvatman has to have a permanent body in order to have 
a dimension, on account of the permanency of both the 
liberated JTvatman and his body, there would be the adverse 
consequence of the present (worldly) bodies also getting 
permanency because there is no characteristic difference 
between the mundane body and the body in the liberated 
state, both being bodies only. 

If the worldly bodies become eternal one may never attain 
liberation, because liberation is impossible without the destruction 
of physical embodiment, which has been the source of misery 1 . 

Thus, we reach a stalemate that the body of a JTva in the 
liberated state, can be taken neither as perishable nor as eternal. 
Since one arrives at such absurd conclusion, the Jaina postulate 
that the JTva is of the size of the body it occupies has to be taken 
us untenable. 

Other commentators also arrive at the same conclusion that 
the Jaina postulate about the size of JTva is not tenable, but with 
some variations in their interpretations. 

II 

In this Adhikarana the Sutrakara refutes the tenets of pdsupata 
i c. Saiva school of Indian thought. The followers of this tradition 
Ivlieve that Pasupati i.e. Siva (Rudra) is the author of the world. 
They claim that their traditional writings (dramas) are in 
m cordance with the Vedic views only. The language and style 

i n<f ^ my <75 * rmmj <gdk. 2-2-36). 

lIJNK. II. p.85). 
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of their doctrine gives a semblance of a Vedic school. But, the 
Sutrakara holds that their tenets are not exactly in conformity with 
the Vedic views and hence refutes them. In this tradition Pasu' 
means a Jiva and Pasupati connotes the lord of all JTvas i.e. the 
Supreme Being. This designation of Pasupati is ascribed to the 
third god of Hindu Trinity who is known by various names like 
Siva (auspicious), Ruclra (terrific), Mahadeva (the great deity), 
Mahesvara (the great lord) etc. 

There are four shades of this tradition. One sect of 
NakulTsapasupatas holds 2 that the cause of creation and destruction 
of the entire world is Pasupati. Another sect of Saivas believes' 
that Pasupati becomes the cause of the world in conformity with 
the karma (merits and demerits of JTvas), and the existence of 
Pasupati is known by inference 4 . His body is said to be made up 
of five powers represented by five particular Vedic hymns, 
According to Saivas , the existence of a Supreme Being ( Pasupati) 
who has full knowledge of the enjoyment or suffering in conformity 
with the respective karmas (of JTvas), the means of accomplishing 
them, and the material etc. required for them, has been established 
by inference 5 . Thus, the Saivas hold that Pasupati is only an 
efficient cause like a potter. 

On the other hand, another sect of Pdsupatas known as 
Pratyabhijha Sampradaya, believes that Mahesvara (Pasupati ) is 
both the efficient cause and the material cause of the world. They 
argue as follows 6 . Since the insentient things or sentient beings 


2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


%bi5ii(t;H<^)n4Uii -jfhicHi | (SDS. p. 203) A Jiva who is not of an alomM 
dimension and who is known by the terms like soul, is understood as 'patin ' 
WMHJ (SDS. p. 188). 

l (SDS. p. 195,197). 

I (SDS. p. 197). 

?fcl I 

(SDS. p.198). 

ddt d ‘<mi Id! d dT SldtWd ^cTdfqrft dFTT^ ctd dd 

ddddt 

3T I (SDS. p. 222). 
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who are not the Lord (i.e. JTvas ) can not be the cause of the world, 
the will of that Bhagavdn Mahesvara, who desires to remain in 
the form of thousands of different activities effecting (six) 1 
modifications viz. creation, existence etc. of various things in the 
world, appears as the ever increasing activity and that is known 
as creation. This sect also believes in the identity between JTvas 
and Mahesvara. According to one of their dgamas 2 , this all- 
knower (Mahesvara) having been blinded by illusion ( maya) and 
getting entangled in the bonds of karma , becomes an individual 
soul ( JTva ). When such a soul is reminded of his (original) Lordship 
through learning, the permanent spirit is said to be liberated. 

The fourth sect known as Rasesvara sampracidya also believes 
in the identity of JTva and Mahesvara. Yet it holds that one can 
achieve the well-known liberation while living ( JTvanmukti ) if his 
body gets stabilized. And it is promised that the way to get the 
stabilization of the body is to obtain the essence i.e. a constituent 
fluid of the body (rasa) known by the term Pdrada (the one that 
takes beyond the life) 3 . 

Thus, some sects of Pdsupatas hold that Mahesvara is only 
the efficient cause of the world. But some other sects consider 
Him as both the efficient and the material cause and also believe 
in the identity between JTva and Mahesvara. However, all the 
sects unanimously believe in Pasupati’ s authorship of the world. 

II $ & II (2-2-37) 

According to Saiikaracarya ‘the view that God is merely the 
ft licient and not the material cause of the world is here considered’ 4 . 

I The six modifications are: mincI I 'HR-d I 997] | I SlHijilHrl I ft«l3Mlcl 1 

• 99 srcnn n'mft wVvja: 1 jjtr 3=^ n 

(SDS. p. 225). 

i iw 91? W 9^»U<dKlrWWli<aisfq fqtrg^f HdfWHdl 9=919 

(SDS.p. 229). 

1 ^drtlRmiJlw+KUWK: 9fclf«^ I (S.BSB. 2-2-37), (SRK. p. 390). 
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He observes 1 that ‘the Mahesvaras hold that Pasupati, Siva, is 
the efficient cause. There are other systems which hold that God 
is only the efficient cause of the world’. Then he discusses the 
demerits of such a view of the Pasupata as well as that of the 
Sdhkhya, Yoga, Nydya and Vaisesika. 

The interpretation appears farfetched and wide off the mark. 
The observation that Mahesvaras in general hold Pasupati as only 
the efficient cause of the world is not acceptable since only a 
section of them do so. There is no term in the siitra to indicate 
that the Sutrakdra is referring to the philosophical differences 
between various sects of Pdsupatas. The question whether an 
entity is the efficient or material cause or both of the world, arises 
only after its causality is established. Further, as interpreted by 
Sankaracarya, the Sutrakdra has already established that Brahman 
is both the efficient and the material cause of the world, in 
Prakrtyadhikarana (BS. 1-4-23) and Arambhanddhikarana (BS. 
2-1-15). Therefore, the same topic is not expected here again. 
Moreover, the views of the Sdhkhya, Yoga, Nydya and Vaisesika 
are already discussed earlier in detail and they are not expected 
to be referred to again. 

Ramanujacarya restricts the discussion to the views ol 
Pdsupatas only. According to him 2 , the Pdsupatas’ view about 
Pasupati should not be respected on account of absurdity. Thcii 
concepts of philosophy, worship and other practices are inconsistent 
with the Vedas. The Vedas indeed speak of the Supreme Bciit}: 
Narayana alone as the efficient and material cause of the world 

Madhvacarya simply quotes a number of mantras from Rgvedn 
and Mahdndrdyanopanisad which clearly tell that Rudra or Isdnu 

i -Prftrft^K'JiwlH q^-iPd i bvt qf.h'i 

-P|IHtW.KU|4I ) «R sfa dUNfwi I (S.BSB. 2-2-37). (SRK. p. 390). 

aMIUHH, ajHRM I 1^1: ^ qf HKiquiiw I 

SribhQsya 2-2-35. 
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is not the creator of the world and Ndrayana alone is the creator, 
and then states' that Pasupati’s authorship of the world is not 
tenable on account of his dependent status. 

The sutra contains only two terms, 'patyuh' and 
' asdmanjasyat' . The latter in the ablative case is the probans. The 
word ‘patyuh’ is to be repeated in the remaining four sutras of 
lh\s Adhikarana. It shows that this Adhikarana is telling something 
about Pati i.e. Pasupati. Since we have seen till this Adhikarana 
that the Siitrakdra is refuting in this Pada the ontology of various 
other philosophical systems in India, one can easily guess the 
missing predicate of this opening sutra of the Adhikarana as 
refutation of the causality of the world, i.e. na jagatkaranatvam. 
Therefore the exposition of the sutra would be as follows. 

'-Irg: ^ W Ic^lOMc^t 

Pasupati’s causality of the world is not tenable on account 
of his impropriety due to defects like dependence, birth and 
death etc. 

The defects shown above are taken as established on 
the strength of scriptures ( Sruti ) 2 . The term patyuh is repeated 
1 1 tv mi) \ 

The next sutra gives another reason for not ascribing the 
causality of the world to Pasupati. 

II II (2-2-38) 

i - nK^ot n i 

(M. USB. 2-2-37). 

1 W HR: I (TDK. 2-2-37). 

' '-t^Rc^UMI^I?! I (TDK. 2-2-37). 
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And Pasupati cannot be the author of the world because 
he cannot have a creator-creation relation with the world on 
account of having no body. 

On this siitra, Sarikaracarya discusses the relation between 
Pradhdna, Purusa and fsvara. Ramanujacarya does not read this 
siitra. 


The next surra offers a further reason for not attributing the 
authorship of the world to Pasupati. 


II 



(2-2-39) 


^ ^cTmNTcl 


rx r\ 



And Pasupati cannot be attributed with the authorship of 
the world on account of non-availability of a support or 
substratum to him, of any element like the Earth etc. as they 
are extinct before creation. 


The interpretation of Sankaracarya is more or less on these 
lines only as follows: "And on account of the impossibility of 
a support (or substratum) (the Lord cannot be the maker)" 1 . 


Ramanujacarya takes the term adhisthana in the sense of an 
authority or controlling power and then argues how this powci 
cannot be ascribed to Pasupati on account of his being without 
a body etc. 2 . 


The next siitra refutes a probable counter-argument by 
the Pdsupatas against the position taken in the two siilru\ 
above. 

II WITTER: II (2-2-40) 


1 SRK. p. 391. 

2 Sribhiisya - RDK. 2-2-36. 
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«hl<4wlld 

q?3: *l(kvwfattM*Ai %Tcf 1 ^5T *W^WT: 


If it be said that 1 , just as our body is the medium of our 
effort, this entire causal complement of the world, being the 
medium for Pasupati ’s creative effort, is in fact in the position 
of a body and support to Him, and therefore, it cannot be 
argued that Pasupati has no body and no support etc., it is 
not so, because if He has a body He would have the defects 
like subjection to the experience of pleasure and pain, birth 
and death etc. 


The next sutra argues that whether one assumes a body for 
I'asupati or not, in both the alternatives, there are defects, on 
account of which Pasupati cannot be attributed with the authorship 
of the world. 

II & m & II (2-2-41) 

Skddcd ^ FTTcf. 

WftfaT: slld^d 

In case Pasupati is assumed to be having a body, then He 
is subject to limitation, or on the other hand if He is assumed 
to be having no body He may not be all-knowing, because one 
without a body cannot have knowledge. 

Thus, in either case, on account of such defects, Pasupati 
cannot be accepted as the author of the world. 

However, this dilemma does not apply to Brahman, the 
Supreme Being. The Sutrakdra has explained in 
\tihdamulatvadhikarana (BS. 2-1 -28to32) that the Supreme Being 
has an omniscient, all powerful, happiness personified, 

I 'Milfafcl I drlrfcW-ddd dTR Ud+lRrdldJ (TDK. 2-2-40). 

' VKM 2-2-41 
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extraordinary, trans-empirical and eternal form and He / It needs 
no physical body, organs or instruments for creation. Pasupatas 
also can make similar claim for Pasupati. But, the difference is 
that the Pasupatas' claims are based on agamas. which are 
utterances of trustworthy and knowledgeable persons, which cannot 
be taken as absolutely free from imperfections. These points have 
been established in the Smrtyadhikarana and the Na 
Vilaksanatvadhikarana (BS. 2-1-1 to 5). On the other hand, the 
position of Brahman is based on the authority of Srutis, which 
are apauruseyapramdna'. 

12 

This Adhikarana appears to be a controversial one. The sutras, 
being extremely laconic, enable the commentators to take divergent 
views. The first sCitra is as follows : 

( 2 - 2 - 42 ) 

The sutra literally means 'on account of the impossibility ol 
origination’ 2 . 

Sankaracarya interprets the sutra in the following way. “The 
Bhagavata view (as expressed in the Pahcardtra dgama) admits 
that God is both the efficient and material cause. It holds that 
Vasudeva is the highest reality and is of the nature of puiv 
knowledge. He assumes four forms, Vasudeva, Sahkarsam. 
Pradyumna and Aniruddha. These answer to the Highest Self, I hr 
individual soul, the mind and the self-sense (ego). Vasudeva is 
the ultimate causal essence and the three others are the effects 
Sankaracarya does not object to the theory that Vasudeva is tin 1 
Highest Self, higher than the undeveloped, and the self of all, ilinl 
he appears in manifold forms and that by devotion and meditation 
we reach the Highest Being. Only Sankaracarya objects to the 


1 BNK. It. p. 94. 

2 SRK. p. 393. 
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doctrine of origination of Sankarsana from Vasudeva. If such 
were the case, the individual soul would be non-permanent and 
there is no possibility of release” 1 . 

The second siitra (2-2-43) is interpreted as objecting to the 
concept of Pradyumna i.e. mind, originating from Sankarsana , 
the Jiva and further An iradd ha, the ego, arising from Pradyumna. 
The third sutra , (2-2-44) tells, according to Saiikaracarya, that 
even if it is taken that all the four are forms of Vasudeva only, 
having the same knowledge and powers, still the objection holds. 
If all are equal, then there is no need to have more than one forms 
und it contradicts the Bhagavatas’ own doctrine that Vasudeva 
is alone the Supreme Being. While interpreting the last sutra, 
(2-2-45) Sankaracarya concludes 2 that the doctrine of Pancaratra 
is found inconsistent since it criticizes Vedas and has several 
contradictions. 

Ramanujacarya interprets the first two sutras of this 
Adhikarana in the same way as that followed by Saiikaracarya. 
Hut he treats them as Purvapaksa , and interprets the remaining 
l wo sutras as refuting the contention of the Purvapaksa. According 

10 him, the third siitra tells that 3 “there is no ground to declare 
that this system (advocated by Pancaratra) is unauthoritative. 
Sankarsana and others are called Jiva etc. because they are the 
presiding deities over the JTvas, the mind and the ego, and hence 
the nomenclatures are appropriate”. The last sutra is interpreted 
to arrive at the following conclusion 4 . “Sandilya’s statement (in 
Pancaratra , which is taken by Saiikaracarya as disparaging to 
Vedas) is not meant to say that the Pancaratra system is opposed 
to the Vedas, but is meant to praise the system, which gives in 

11 clear and succinct manner the teachings of Vedas, and which 

I SRK. p. 393. 

(S.BSB.2-2-45). 

1 Srfbhasya - SV. 2-2-41. 
t Snhhasya - SV. 2-2-42. 
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can be easily grasped by even the dull-witted. Moreover, Vyasa 
in the Mahdbhdrata praises this system and says that it is consistent 
with the Vedas and beneficial to man. So the same Vyasa could 
not have maintained in the Brahmasutras the non-authoritativeness 
of this system”. 

Thus, in this Adhikarana Sankaracarya objects to the doctrine 
of origination of JTva from Vasudeva , the Supreme Being, 
mentioned in Pancardtra, and arrives at the conclusion that the 
Bhdgavata system propagated by Pancardtra dgama contradicts 
Vedas. Ramanujacarya takes a diametrically opposite view and 
concludes that the Pancardtra system is supportive of Vedas. 

The objection of Sankaracarya to the concept of Sankarsana , 
a JTva , originating from Vasudeva , the Supreme Being, may be 
true. But, the point is whether such a minor discrepancy, if at all 
it is there, is chosen by the Sutrakdra to refute here in this 
Adhikarana. There is no word in the sutra to that effect. 

In this Pdda, the Sutrakdra refutes the tenets of various 
religious schools of Indian origin, which are hostile to Vedanta 
But Pancardtra is not considered as an dgama hostile to Vedanta 
On the contrary, it is held as an Agama supportive of Vedanta 
in S rut is', Purdnas 2 and Mahdbhdrata \ In fact it is taken as a 
part of Sdstra 1 2 3 4 , which reveals Brahman. Even an advaita scholia 
from Maharashtra, Amalananda refers to Pancardtra in his 


1 ■^qrcq qd qt q^ar qfasra: rtroft; sgrr’ha 

ir 5fh rif|>a TOilaj t-qqj Hitiw q*: i qroi =q ^n*i 

fttph'q fqsjtqH" 5fa HKiqui^fh: i 
‘tiqR.tetR SigtMR.H^Rb+HJ 

htoi^r^r totoih” sRi (TPD. i-i-i). 

2 i ?5qts^ rhwi q<f«btteicn.ft n 
(Varaha Purana TC. III. p. 79). 

3 q*Hwq RTTiqii•. n 

qy-tul^i ipqi qqi*qq<i ^q i ^i^ r qrW r d i Rrto H11 

(Mbh. Moksudharmaparva BNK. II. p. 108). 

4 % 5ireifTOP : rltq?t ir ?fa wwl i 

(M. BSB. 1-1-3). 
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Kalpataru, a gloss on BhamatT, and observes as follows. “They 
are the works of Narayana himself. His omniscience is established 
by the Vedas themselves. He is not like Kapila or Patanjali- a 
mere individual self (but God Himself)” 1 . In his opinion, the 
Pancardtra is a deliberate composition and Sruti is naturally 
breathed out, and therefore the creation of a Jiva stated there (in 
Pancardtra) is assumed to be in a secondary or figurative sense 
(and not as a mistake) 2 . Such apparent mutually conflicting 
statements may exist and do exist in scriptures. The Siltrakara 
has reserved the next Pada entirely for this topic of reconcilation 
of contradictory statements in scriptures. So a discussion on how 
Sankarasana can originate from Vasudeva etc. as stated in 
Pancaratra, is not expected here. So, the interpretation of this 
Adhikarana by Sahkaracarya and Ramanujacarya appear to be 
farfetched and out of context. 

Madhvacarya holds that after refuting the doctrine of 
Pdsupata school in the previous Adhikarana, it is natural 
to expect the refutation of the tenets of another religious school 
m India, namely the Sakta system, which is comparable with 
(lie Pdsupata system. His guess appears to be befitting to the 
rontext. Some later commentators like Nimbarkacarya accept 
this view 3 . 

“The Sakta recognize Sakti, conceived as a female principle, 
us the sole creator of the Universe. The school is also known as 
Vdmamdrga after its worship of the female principle with Tantric 
i iles. The Sakta Agamas are more commonly known as 'Tantras 
l lirce shades of Sakta thought have been referred to by 
Madhvacarya in his Anuvydkhydna, the Mahdvdma, Madhyavama 
mid Anuvdma. JayatTrtha informs us that these also go by the 
names of Sakta, Sdmbhava and Anava schools. 

I IINK. II. p. 108. 

' ^l^d'Jild: fh’uRlfl Hjfa: I ■Jll'I'JlI'K-d’l fmjl J liufl II 

l ie. III. p. 82) (BNK. II. p. 109). 

' SKK. p. 394. 
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Sakti is all-in-all in the Mahdvdma school. She needs no 
partnership with Siva to be the creator of the Universe. The other 
two schools make room for her alliance with Siva to a greator or 
less extent in the act of creation. There is thus propriety in 
considering this school after the Pasupata"'. 

The first sutra is taken as refuting the doctrine of Mahdvdma 
cult among Saktas. 


II & to II (2-2-42) 

Sakti (the female principle) cannot be the cause of the 
world, because without the obligation of the male principle, 
production of progeny is not possible for a female principle 
alone. 

The next sutra refutes the position of Madhyavama school, 
which admits Saddsiva as an adjunct ( upasarjanam) to Sakti in 
such creation 1 2 . 

II to ^ 3^: WIH, to II (2-2-43) 
to W slMlRuitR I 

The obliging Siva does not have the wherewithal like the 
(necessary) knowledge etc. 

Since Saddsiva is conceived to be without a body and sense 
organs, he could not have the required knowledge to help Sakti 

% y * 

If Sakti is assumed to have the power to provide a body to 5m/, 
then she may as well create the whole world by herself without 
waiting for Siva's help 3 . 


1 BNK. II. p. 104. 

2 BNK. II. p. 105. 

3 BNK. II. p. 105. 
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The next sutra refutes the dogma of Anuvama school which 
holds that Siva endowed with the necessary body, sense organs, 
supreme knowledge and all powers only assists Sakti in the act 
of creation. 

II # M^WlR^R m cRMkW || 

(2-2-44) 

Trf: RRFI HTcf dFT H$d^MHdHI 

In case it is accepted that the obliging Siva has all the 
necessary requirements like knowledge etc., then it would be 
as though accepting the Pasupata doctrine just discussed (in 
the previous Adhikarana ). 


The Siitrakdra contends here that if the sakta is ready to 
confer so much power on Siva, he could as well join the Pasupata 
school instead of claiming to be a follower of the Sakta cult. 

Having refuted the three shades of Sakta doctrine individually, 
the Siitrakdra concludes the discussion by rejecting the dogmas 
of all these schools, on account of the common defect of being 
in conflict with Srutis and Smrtis, in the next sutra. 

II 3*> II (2-2-45) 




The Sakta doctrine is improper also because it is against 
I lie teaching of Srutis and Smrtis. 


☆ 'A' it 



Chapter X 
Adhyaya II, Pada 3 

i) 

Having refuted the tenets of various schools of Indian thought, 
which are hostile to the Vedanta , the Siitrcikdra now proceeds to 
remove the apparent internal conflicts and contradictions in Vedic 
statements themselves in respect of die Vedic view of ontology. 
Moreover, after seeing the Siilrakdra rejecting the ontological 
concepts of hostile schools, the student would naturally be eager 
to know what exactly the Sutrakdra holds about the Vedic concepts 
of origination of matter and souls in the world. Biidarayana Vyasa, 
the great master of Indian philosophy has achieved both these 
targets in one and the same attempt 1 . 

It is worth noting that there is a difference between a creation 
by a human being and that by the Supreme Being. For example, 
when a potter creates a pot, the pot is other than the potter. But 
when Brahman creates something, animate or inanimate. He 
remains in them as the controlling power 2 . Therefore, when the 
Sutrakara discusses about the origination of inanimate objects 
like Earth, water, fire, air and ether, he refers to the origination 
of both the element and its controlling deity ( ahhimdnidevata) 
through whom the Supreme Being regulates the functioning of 
that element. The same sutras cover the discussion about the 
genesis of the elements and their controlling deities as well 3 4 . 

As per the maxim of the needle and the frying-pan 
(sucTkatdhanydyaY , the Sutrakdra first takes up the comparatively 
easier topics about the genesis of the basic elements and defers 
the problems relating to JTvas to the later Adhikaranas. 

1 TO 5TT3 | (S. BSB. 2-3-1). 

2 cKayMIWilrU (Tail. Up. 2-6). 

3 WT: I (BVD. 2-3-1). 

4 When there are two objects to be attended to, the wise practice is to lake up 
the easier one first. 
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Sankaracarya and Madhvacarya take the first seven sutras of 
this Pdda as forming this Adhikarana. However, Ramanujacarya 
includes the next two sutras also in this Adhikarana. He reads 
sutras 3 and 4 together as one sutra and splits the sixth sutra into 
two, treating the word sabdebhyah as a separate sutra. 

According to Sankaracarya, the first sutra, 

H I (2-3-1) 

contends, after importing the word utpadyate or adopting it 
[anuvrtti ) from the word utpatti in an earlier sutra (BS. 2-2-42), 
that “Akdsa is not created since there is no scriptural statement 
to that effect” 1 . This sutra is treated as the Purvapaksa. It is 
assumed to be based on a statement in Chdndogyopanisad, which 
says 2 that “That (Supreme) Being willed, ‘May I become many, 
May I grow forth’; It created fire”. Here, there is no mention of 
Akdsa in the list of created elements. The next sutra 

^ I (2-3-2) 

is taken as answering the above objection. It says that 1 “ ‘there 
is a statement (in Taittinya Upanisad which tells that 'Akdsa 
sprang from that Brahman')". Thus, an apparent conflict is 
envisaged between Chdndogyopanisad which states fire as the 
lu st created element and the Taittinya Upanisad , which mentions 
Akdsa as the first created. 

The Purvapaksin continues to insist on his objection and 
argues in the next sutra, 

I (2-3-3) 

I a ^ ai l W I H , 533^ ? spffi: | (S. BSB. 2-3-1). 

^ I (Chand. Up. 6-2-3). 

l atfct; dRwmi ft WUimPd 3TPRRT: ffh I 

(S. BSB.2-3-2). 
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that 1 , that scriptural statement asserting the genesis of Akdsa 
is to be taken in a secondary sense only, because the creation of 
Akdsa is impossible. The commentator further explains 2 3 4 :- The 
creation of Akdsa is impossible since it has no parts. Akdsa is all- 
pervading and so can be inferred to be eternal and without origin. 
Sankaracarya here refers to the Vaisesika view that whatever is 
originated springs from inherent ( samavdyT ), non-inherent 
(asamavayT ) and operative ( nimitta ) causes. We cannot conceive 
of such causes for Akdsa. Therefore, as in common usage we 
speak of space being made or created, in a figurative sense, in 
the same way the scriptural statement about the creation of Akdsa 
shall be treated as metaphorical*. 

The Purvapaksin further substantiates his assertion that Akdsa 
is not originated, by an additional probans in the next surra , 

*KW I (2-3-4) 

on account of scriptural text. The commentator then quotes 
a number of Sruti statements to show that Akdsa is omnipresent 
and eternal like Brahman. 

The Purvapaksin can be asked - * how the same word sambhiita 
repeatedly used with Agni etc. is to be taken in the primary sense 
and in the case of Akdsa in the secondary sense. The next surra 
answers the same. 

| (2-2-5) 

One word ‘ sambhiita' may be used in its primary sense as 
well as in secondary sense depending upon the speciality of the 

1 *TT ^ 5HTT N^rMirHIKHl ^frl: I HT ilWt I 

2 SRK. p. 397. 

3 -arPETCi WERTt UFT: >RTcl I 9^*1 

•icMlrl^irKpl UWl ggajl I (S. BSB. 2-3-3). 

4 . 

3tRFRi ^ UlwiHIH. I S. BSB. 2-3-5). 
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topic concerned, like the word Brahman'. The commentator quotes 
an example of Sruti where the word Brahman is used in different 
senses. In Tailtirlya Upanisad (3-2), the word Brahman is used 
in the primary sense in the case of bliss and in the secondary sense 
with reference to food etc. 

Thus, the Piirvapaksin reconciles in his own way, apparent 
conflict between a Taittirfya statement and a Chandogya statement 
and contends that Akdsa is not created. This stand of Piirvapaksin 
is going to be refuted in the next two sutras. 

STTclfTSI: I (2-3-6) 

“The statements (pralijna ) in various Upanisads, that by the 
knowledge of one thing everything is known, are not contradicted 
(ahdnih) because the entire aggregate of things is non-different 
Uivyaktirekat) from Brahman. So Akdsa will also be one of the 
effects of Brahman ; otherwise it could not be known when 
Brahman becomes known. There are also texts, which declare 
that all this is Brahman and Akdsa is included in the world. So 
Akdsa is a created product. The Chandogya text in which Akasa 
is not mentioned, is to be interpreted in relation to the Taittiriya 
passage, Akdsa and air are first created and then fire. There is no 
contradiction between different scriptural passages’’ 2 . 

'MMUl'bK 1 mPTT I (2-3-7) 

“The word ‘but’ ( tu ) refutes the view that Akdsa is not 
created. The creation of Akasa is not impossible. Whatever is 
divided (yavad vibhagah) is an effect ( vikdramY, whatever is not 
an effect is not divided as the Self. Akdsa is divided from earth 
and so on and it is therefore an effect. It cannot be said that the 
Self also is divided from Akasa and so on, for the Self is self- 

i swim 

(S.BSB.2-3-5). 

‘ SRK. p. 398. 



404 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 


|BS.2-3-llo7] 


established while Akasa and others are to be established by other 
means of knowledge. An adventitious thing may be refuted but 
not that which is the essential nature of him who refutes. The Self 
is therefore not an effect. Sahkaracarya points out that Brahman 
existed before Akasa was produced. Besides. Akasa is non-eternal 
because it is the substratum of non-eternal quality like sound. 
Statements regarding the eternity of Akasa are to be taken in a 
relative sense. Akasa is an effect of Brahman. Whatever is an 
effect has an origin. Akasa has Brahman for its material cause” 1 2 . 

Out of seven surras here, the commentator has treated four 
sutras as the Purvapaksa and three sutras as Siddhanta. As already 
observed earlier in Na Vilaksanarvadhikarana (BS. 2-1-4 & 5), 
this is not in tune with the practice of the Sutrakdra. Wherever 
a statement is to be taken as Purvapaksa , it is followed by the 
words 'iti cet ’ or ‘cet ’ and in the absense of the same it is not 
proper to divide the sutras as Purvapaksa and Siddhanta z . 

After so much of wrangling with the Purvapaksin, the 
conclusion arrived at in the seventh sutra is, that “the creation of 
Akasa is not impossible’. But, instead of adapting the word utpatti 
in the first sutra from a previous one, ' utpattyasambhavat' (BS. 
2-2-42), and making the first sutra as Purvapaksa , if we adapt 
the word utpattyasambhavah itself, we can arrive at the same 
conclusion in the first sutra only. 

The topic for discussion in this Adhikarana is whether Akasa 
is created or is co-eternal with Brahman. The Taittiriya statement 
clearly holds Akasa as created. The commentator has to select 
another Sruti statement, which denies this tenet and states that 
Akasa is eternal. Then he has to reconcile the two conflicting 
statements. Sahkaracarya has chosen the statement 'tattejo ’srjata' 
from Chdndogya Upanisad (6-2-3) as the conflicting statement. 


1 SRK. p. 399. 

2 awrtsfa r isr^rt i 

(TC. III. p. 91). 
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But that statement is only silent about the genesis of Akasa. It 
does not say that Akdsa is eternal. Its silence cannot be construed 
as its denial of the Taittinya statement 1 . There is no conflict 
between the two Sruti statements. 

Further, about the issue of priority of creation pointed out by 
Sankariicarya, it is observed that “the conflict of texts about 
Akdsa with which this Adhikarana is concerned is simply over 
the question whether Akdsa is produced at all or whether it is an 
absolutely un-originated ( anadi ) tattva and that it has nothing to 
do with the other question whether Akdsa or Tejas was the first 
in creation” 2 . 

While trying to establish the Siddhdnta view that Akasa is 
created and not eternal, for the word pratijhd in the sixth siitra, 
the commentator refers to some assertions in Upanisads which 
tell that by the knowledge of one thing everything is known 
(ekavijndnena sarvavijhdnam) and concludes that the entire 
aggregate of things (in the world) is non-different from Brahman 
and hence Akdsa will also be one of the effects of Brahman \ This 
is the cardinal principle of Vivartavada, advocated by 
Sankaracarya, according to which the world is non-different from 
Brahman and it is phenomenal appearance superimposed on 
Nirguna Brahman, just as a snake is seen in place of a rope. 
Likewise, if the genesis of Akdsa means its superimposition on 
Brahman, then it contradicts the Sruti and the related siitras 4 . In 
the statements ‘ Atmana Akdsah sambhutah' etc. and in the related 
sutras, Akasa and others are not told as superimposed. Moreover, 
iI' Akdsa, Vdyu, Agni etc. are all superimposed, then the question 
of priority or order of creation, discussed by the commentator, 
becomes a non-issue. 


I fa 3tl4.l*K oVMT-tkjRbHMHJ R 3 3Hlfac4ifrh: I a =3 31^: 

fa*«I1 (TC. III. p. 90). 

.’ BNK. II. p. 137. 

i nfa jhhtc? ataffa faint) 3 innrci faitfan i (s. bsb. 2-3-6). 

•1 w4t^3iRlfaat4 1 n fa -amnn jwnsm: rbjtr frmfa fawnfag 

^ airareifa: junta 3^ 1 crc. 111. P . 91). 



406 


BRAHMAN IN URAMHASUTRAS 


[BS.2-3-1107] 


In order to prove that Akdsa is a created thing or an effect 
(kdryath), Sankaracarya puts forth a theory in the seventh sutra 
that whatever is divided or separate from others is an effect. Akdsa 
is divided from earth etc. and therefore it is an effect. Besides, 
Akdsa is non-eternal because it is the substratum of non-etemal 
quality like sound. He says that Brahman is an exception to this 
rule as He is self-established while Akdsa and others are not. But, 
according to the Sutrakdra , Brahman is to be known through 
sastra (sdstrayonitvat . BS. 1-1-3). Further, according to 
Vivartavada , Brahman is the substratum of innumerable non- 
etemal things in the world. Therefore, with this interpretation, 
there is a danger of Brahman also becoming “liable to genesis, 
as Brahman too is distinguished from the world of unrealities 
(neti neti)"\ 

Thus, the interpretation of these sutras by Sankaracarya, 
appears to be far-fetched and far from convincing. 

Ramanujacarya also interprets these sutras almost on the 
same lines. But, he has correctly observed that the ( Chandogya) 
passage apprehending fire as the first produced element, cannot 
be considered as competent to refute the origination of Akasa 
perceived in another Sruti , merely on account of the former’s 
silence about creation of Akasa 2 . So there is no conflict as such 
between the two scriptural statements sought to be reconciled by 
Sankaracarya. Yet, Ramanujacarya pursues the same controversy 
and explains the sutras following in Sankaracarya’s foot-steps. 
Only in the seventh sutra unlike Sankaracarya, he takes Vibhaga 
in the sense of origination and interprets the sutra as follows. 
Where Akdsa is spoken of as an effect of Brahman, its origination 
from Brahman is also declared thereby 1 . 


I BNK. II. p. 140. 

(Sribhasyu 2-3-6). 

3 Sribhasya- SV 2-3-7. 
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It is true that the genesis of Akasa presents a difficult problem 
to philosophers as well as to scientists. George Thibaut observes 
in his translation of Sankaracarya’s commentary on Vedantasutras 
that, “The Vedantins do not clearly distinguish between empty 
space and an exceedingly fine matter filling all space which, 
however attenuated, is yet one of the material elements and as 
such belongs to the same category as air, fire, water and earth” 1 . 
This remark does not apply to Madhvacarya. He does take into 
account that the word Akasa means the empty space which provides 
room for bodies to exist ( avyakrtakasa) and it also means the 
element ether pervading the whole universe ( bhutakdsa ), which 
is recognized by the Vaisesikas as “one of the nine dravyas 
(substances) and the substratum of the quality 'sound’” 2 . 

Further, Madhvacarya propounds, “for the first time in Indian 
Philosophy” 1 , his concept of two types of creation. One is the 
conventional creation of a thing, which did not exist earlier, 
like the production of a clay-pot, which is described by 
Naiydyikas as prdgabhdvapratiyogin>arir. Madhvacarya terms it 
as Abhutvabhavanam. The other is when an existing thing or 
person is empowered to possess some new characteristic and the 
thing or person of that characteristic is said to be created or bom. 
For example, when a strip of iron is magnetized or when a person 
is appointed as an umpire, a magnet or an umpire can be said to 
be created respectively. This type of creation presupposes a superior 
power whose will dominates in it. Therefore, this type of creation 
is referred to as paradhlnavisesapti. 

Madhvacarya interprets the following sutras in the light of 
these concepts. 

II & 5T II (2-3-1) 

A fTdcf cRIT I 4 


1 BNK. II. p. 126. 

2 S1ID. p. 74. 

* BNK. II. p. 127. 
1 M. BSB. 2-3-1. 
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Akasa is not without genesis, for there is no Sruti text to that 
effect. 

The predicate anutfmttiuu.it is adapted by anuvrtti , from the 
overall sense of ‘ utpaityasambhava' mentioned in BS. 2-2-42'. 
Here, the word viva! conveys the empty space, ether and their 
controlling deities as well-. Thus, viyat has four referents. 

The Purvapaksin is assumed to be contending that Akasa is 
not created. The concept of its creation is against common 
experience, logic and scriptural statements. The sutra refutes this 
contention. It says that Akasa cannot be said to be un-created 
because there is no clear scriptural statement declaring that Akata 
is not created. 


The Purvapaksin further argues 3 . If there is no evidence to 
prove that a pot exists, no further proof is required to say that 
it does not exist. Similarly, no proof is needed regarding 
non-creation of Akasa , when there is no proof for its creation. The 
next sutra answers: 

II # ^ II (2-3-2) 

3#rT qcf : I 

Precisely, there exists Sruti about the genesis of Akasa , 
like ‘Akasa sprang from Brahman (Atmana akasah 
sambhutah )' 4 etc. 

The Purvapaksin further contests. The Sruti quoted above 
contradicts another Sruti, which tells that ‘this Akasa is eternal 
(anadirva ayamdkdsah)' and the latter also disproves the 


1 

2 

3 

4 


I (BhasyadTpika of Jaganniitha TTrtha 2-3-1). (BNK. 11. p. 126). 

3R ^ ^ 'idl+liil d^fadlfddl %fcl I (TDK. 2-3-1). 

fit src wmnr ^d<*rra rrp. 2-3-2). 

Tail. Up. 2-1. 
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Sutrakara’s contention in the preceding sutra that there is no clear 
statement declaring Akdsa as un-originated. 


The next sutra addresses these objections. 




(2-3-3) 


T TT a ft 


'Sc < - 


The Sruti text, which describes Akdsa as beginningless 
(attadi ), does so in a secondary figurative sense as otherwise 
it would be impossible to have significance for so many texts, 
which speak of the origination of Akasa from Brahman. 

Out of four referents of the term Akdsa mentioned earlier, 
ether ( hhutdkdsa ) has to be originated in the sense of 
ahhutvdbhavanam 2 , since it has a form or appearance. So, the 
Sruti describing Akasa as beginningless, is utterly inapplicable to 
other 3 . Since that Sruti is not universally applicable to all the four 
referents of Akasa , in the case of ether it can be taken in a 
figurative sense either by ‘ Chatrinydya M or due to ether’s 
unfathomable antiquity. Or, that Sruti can be taken as applicable 
lo the remaining three referents of Akdsa only, leaving out ether. 
If the empty space and the two controlling deities are thus taken 
as beginningless, then the utpatti-sruti cannot be said to be 
applicable to them. It is not so. The utpatti-sruti is applicable to 
all the four 5 . In the case of ether, the genesis is in the sense of 
abliutvabhavanam, and its presiding deity has a genesis through 


VKM. 2-3-3. 

93 (TP. 2-3-2). 

?frl (OTI appRIT^ 

nrofi qi # HR: I (TDK. 2-3-3). 

In a group of people. even-Lhouch some persons only are carrying umbrellas, the 
whole group is sometimes described as “people with umbrellas'. This is known 
as Chat rinva yet. 

I (TDK. 2-3-3). 
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his becoming embodied. In the case of empty space and its 
presiding deity, the genesis is through parddhmavisesdpti from 
Brahman. The concept of empowering the empty space to hold 
things is creating corporeal things and enabling space to hold 
them 1 . For example, a person can function as an umpire provided 
that there are two competing teams brought before him. Thus, 
according to Madhvacarya, the text, which refers to Akdsa as 
beginningless does not contradict the text declaring the origination 
of Akdsa from Brahman 2 . The sutra indicates that the utpatti- 
sruti covering all the four referents of Akdsa is to be taken as 
primary and the anaditvasruti which covers only three, is to be 
treated as secondary (gaum). 

The above conclusion is arrived at on the evidence of inference. 
The next sutra offers another evidence based on sabda (Sruti ) for 
the same conclusion. 


II II (2-3-4) 

'Tc^ItWRI ^ ^ mi’- SRJ 3fT«RT5T # WRTt % 

?TcT ^rj: 3TTqiTCTq^T«ftq 

^cMr^Th: # qiq: | 

The anaditva-sruti is secondary, also because of what is 
stated in Bhallaveya-sruti 3 . In this Sruti, Prana, Sraddha and 
Akasa are taken as created as well as un-creatcd and they are 
indeed created in parts. Therefore, the import is that the Sruti 
tells genesis of the four referents of Akasa, ether etc. and non¬ 
creation of some of those parts like empty space. 

1 4<l v TlHl feirot I (VVVI. 2-3-3). 

2 H JchRi^T: 3wii^c4^Idfau’it . I (TP. 2-3-3). 

3 Mr4lpl 'SM ?frt I 3RJ aimPmiPi HUH: 9 T5t 

4ifd+l41Pl I HTTC 5 HT -JcMlrluPd dl-M f^ ^ l P l I HTpl ? HT 3l^c>tFdHpa ctlPt PlcKlPl I 

H SlrTTH <KNdlcMO-3 H HfpRTFHT ^ #1 

=HTr|rqf%nf?tt =4 HPH: 9T5TS S5RT5T ?fd mmttl ?Th I 

(M. BSB. 2-3-4). 
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Hence, the utpatti-sruti, applicable to all the four referents 
of Akasa, is to be taken as primary and the anaditva-sruti , 
which is partially applicable to them is to be understood as 
secondary. 

The next sutra gives an example to show how the same word 
can be used in a primary sense in one context and in a secondary 
sense in another. 

II to to II (2-3-5) 

qiMIr'RW 3TRJRT 31^^ PTT^ I 

Just as the term Brahman though primarily denoting the 
Supreme Brahman is also figuratively applied to the four- 
faced Brahma , similarly the same expression ‘having no 
genesis’ though primarily true of the Supreme Being, can 
certainly be applied to Akasa in a figurative sense. 

The word 'ca ’ in the sutra is in the sense of 'eva\ and it 
is taken twice ( dvrtti ), once in the sense of 'same’ and next time 
as an emphatic particle. 

It is well-known that the secondary significance of a word 
is taken only when its primary meaning fails to give a coherent 
sense. But, here, what is the harm if Akasa is held primarily as 
not originated? The next siitra clarifies the doubt. 

II to #11 (2-3-6) 

-iTTTRTsfo ^cMIrHlFteKHI ^ UdHtyHd ^fcT 

«'IW: t-qidj I 

3W^fcl«W^«j: HTT^f fWlJ 

If the expression ‘not originated’ appearing in a text is 
understood in its primary sense with reference to Akasa also, 
llicn the promissory statement in Sruti that “He created all 
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this (finite reality )” 1 would be contradicted because Akasa is 
not excluded ( avyatirekat ) from (but included within) the ambit 
of the phrase “all this’. It is evident from many Sruti statements 
that Akasa has a beginning. 

Madhvacarya quotes a number of Sruti statements, which 
declare that Brahman alone existed before this creation. By using 
the word sabdebhyah in plural, the Siitrakdra suggests in this 
sutra that on account of contradiction by so many scriptural texts, 
it is proper to take one rare statement telling non-origination of 
Akasa in a figurative sense 2 . 

Having established here that Akasa has origination and 
therefore the text describing it as un-originated is to be understood 
in a figurative sense, on the evidence of Sruti, the Sulrakara 
arrives at the same conclusion on the basis of inference also, in 
the next sutra. 

II # 5 # II (2-3-7) 

Until now, we have seen sutras in the form of syllogism. This 
appears to be a peculiar sutra. It states only an invariable 
concomitance ( vyapti) like ‘wherever there is smoke there is 
fire’ 3 . In addition the sutra provides an illustration ‘ lokavat ’ 
meaning ‘as in the world’. The word 'vikdra' , which ordinarily 
means modification, is taken in the sense of that which undergoes 
modification ( karmani ghan) 4 . The phrase ydvadvikaram is an 
adverbial compound 5 ,, signifying ‘whatever is subject to 
modification’. The word ‘ vibhaga ’ or ‘ vibhakta ’ is interpreted by 
Madhvacarya, in the sense of that which is subject to limitation 


1 Tail. Up. 2-6. 

2 I (TDK 2-3-6) 

3 qr qr rra i 

4 aranrc ^ . (Panini 3-3-19), UldhJ*l 

| am-. I (TDK. 2-3-7) 

5 hi<k<imr ij i (3)«<41hwi) I (Panini 2-1-8). 
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of capacity 1 . The root ‘ bhanja ’ not only means ‘to divide’ but also 
‘to defeat’ 2 . Thus, the vyapti expressed by the sutra is that whatever 
is subject to modification, has limited capacity. The converse is 
also true. Whatever has limited capacity, is subject to modification'. 

In order to prove inferenlially the conclusion of the preceding 
sutra that Akdsa is originated, the necessary syllogism suggested 
by the sutra on the basis of the above vyapti, is as follows. 

m ftTWTFT: fa*TFT: 

ffcl I 3GM fasti 
dcMIrHcf f^HThrdld, yilRddJ 

Whatever is subject to modification has limited capacity. 
Conversely whatever has limited capacity is subject to 
modification or creation. Therefore, Akdsa is created also on 
account of its limited power, like the ordinary wordly things 
pot etc. 

This interpretation also looks round about and far-fetched. 
But, that is Brahmasutra. At places, such laboured interpretations 
appear inevitable. 

2 

II & qjcta TOftUT & II (2-3-8) 

By this i.e. by the sum and substance of the arguments 
put forth in the preceding Adhikarana, the scriptural passages 

I i%nFn (UWIWdcct d ad*^ ddK’d I da ^cHfedmiHJ (M. BSB. 2-3-7), 

I (TDK. 2-3-7). 

.’ ndt 3 iin^ (mgqis) 11 

' a i dli&K , atgqgifrEmft^uf : i nt ftnan n ftfcannr 

da ^i(Ht>Thi data i malted faaanfaaaj (tdk. 2-3-7). 
i aw<(d<di faa^fftaaj (TDK. 2-3-7). 
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expressing non-origination and origination of Vayu (air) stand 
explained as being in a figurative sense and primary sense 
respectively. 

Sankaracarya considers the same controversy between the 
Chcingodya statement 1 which does not mention air (vayu) as 
originated and the TailtirTya statement 2 3 which declares Vayu as 
produced from Akdsa. The Purvapaksin contends that Vayu is not 
originated since it does not figure in the list of originated elements 
in Chdndogya Up an is ad (6-2) and further Brhaddranyaka 
Upanisad (1-5-22) refers to air as the deity, which never sets 1 ; 
therefore the Taittirlya text should be taken in a secondary sense. 
The sutra decides, according to Sankaracarya, that air is a product 
because in that case only, the scriptural text would not be 
contradicted and also because of the axiom ‘whatever is an effect, 
is divided’ 4 . The denial of an end (setting) for the presiding deity 
of air, Vayu , is with reference to the lower-knowledge (aparavidya) 
where the greatness of the deity is told for the purpose of worship 
(upasana), and that denial is only in a relative sense compared 
to Agni, Surya etc. 

The arguments put forth for establishing the genesis of air 
here, are the same as those made by Sankaracarya in the preceding 
Adhikarana, for the genesis of Akdsa. Therefore, the observations 
made for holding those arguments as un-convincing, hold good 
here also. Since Sankaracarya treats these two Adhikarana s as 
establishing the genesis'of Akdsa and Vayu as pure elements 
(<bhiitas ), on the basis of same arguments, this sutra could have 
been included in the preceding Adhikarana only. Ramanujacaryii 
docs exactly the same. He treats this sutra as part of the preceding 

1 I (Chand. Up. 6-2-3). 

2 stRiw atncrei: uwp: i i (Tail. Up. 2 -u. 

3 IteHWiilHI ^IctT qsig: I (Brha. Up. 1-5-22). 

4 ^ fWBFrB I (S. BSB. 2-3-K) 
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Adhikarana and interprets it as follows. “By this very argument, 
is explained the origination of Matarisvan, the wind’’ 1 . 

Sankaracarya justifies the discussion about the genesis of 
Vdyu in a separate Adhikarana, saying that the special glorification 
of Vdyu alone as ‘not setting’ may lead the dull-witted to presume 
that Vdyu could be without genesis. But the point is that the 
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad refers to the presiding deity 
(abhimanidevata ) of air as 'not setting’, and not the elemental air, 
while Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya discuss the genesis of 
elemental Akdsa and Vdyu in these sutras 2 . Further, Sankaracarya’s 
explanation that the glorification of Vdyu-devata as immortal is 
for the purpose of worship ( updsana ) does not sound convincing 
because the other devatas mentioned in the same passage, Agni 
and Surya, who are more popular and who are worshipped more 
frequently and regularly, are not similarly glorified. 

According to Madhvacarya, the justification for discussing 
this sutra in a separate Adhikarana is due to the special position 
held by the presiding deity of air, Mukhya-prdna, among the 
several deities. The parables in several Upanisads about the 
incontestable suzerainty of Prana over the other Indriydbhimdni- 
devatds are well-known 3 . Actually, there is no controversy about 
the genesis of the elemental air. But, as already said in the 
introductory remarks to this Pada, the discussion of the genesis 
of elements ( bhiitas ) necessarily involves a discussion of the 
genesis of their presiding deities as well. 

Madhvacarya quotes a number of texts, which show the special 
status of Mukhya-prdna. One such text says 4 . ‘ ‘Now indeed follows 

I tjJRI RIdKWT I (Sribhasyn- RDK 2-3-8). 

.’ rtTRHtfhdi qgtg-. sfd i twift tn ^diRRwi i 

(TC. III. p. 93). 

I BNK. II. p. 141. 

i aw s facRrarftrqiai i sra d i -qPtcR i fr i fifcrl grg^i fit treffa 

I (M. BSB. 2-3-8) (BNK. II. p. 142). 
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the explanation of the eternals and the non-eternals (among the 
finite reals). Fire, water, earth and ether, these are the non-eternals. 
Vdyu is indeed the eternal; for by Vdyu are all the beings properly 
guided”. Therefore, the description of Mukhya-prana in the 
scriptures as eternal, cannot be easily brushed aside as a figurative 
statement as was done in the case of Akdsa , because the Sruti 
places Mukhya-prana on a different pedestal as compared with 
the presiding deities of other elements. 

But, the sutra avers that the etemality of Vdyu i.e. Mukhya- 
prana is in a figurative sense. Madhvacarya explains the position. 
According to him all Jfvas, whether of ordinary creatures or of 
exalted deities, are beginningless ( svarupanddi ). Mukhya-prana 
is also one of them. Embodying of the JTvas is creation in the 
sense of abhutvabhavanam and their getting any exalted position 
is also a creation in the sense of parddhlnavisesapti. ‘‘The special 
aspect of Visesanityatva and atisayacetanatva affirmed of Vdyu 
in the anadittvasrutis is to be understood, says Madhvacarya, in 
the sense that in addition to his etermality of being ( svarupanaditva) 
which he shares in common with other Nityapadarthas like 
Avyakrtdkasa, the other JTvas etc. Mukhya-prana has the unique 
distinction of retaining undiminished and intact, even in the state 
of Mahapralaya, the special power of his genious called 
Prdtibhajhdna which is competent to visualize, even in the absense 
of a physical body (in Mahapralaya ), the past and the future like 
the present” 1 II . 

In order to remove the cobweb of confusion in the minds of 
students, about what is eternal in the world and what is not, 
Madhvacarya refers to a passage from Kurma-purdna which 
clarifies the position and shows where Vdyu stands. It says, ‘‘This 
world consists of four classes of things, the indestructible, the 

1 ^ iW44>l3sfo MiaHIdMiNC I ilHkjcMRHHUlldJ 

II (AV. 2-3-8) (BNK tl. p.145) II SlfhMltsft 
qn-- ?fci ?rf^: i ‘$hkic4Rhhuii< 

•'TO'farfMlW sft tsjnprSRt: I (NS) (BNK. II. p. 145). 
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highly indestructible, the destructible and the highly destructible. 
The highly destructible are the products of Earth and other elements. 
The destructibles are the elements themselves. The indestructible 
is declared to be Vdyu. The absolutely indestructible are only the 
pttrusa ( JTvaa ), Prakrti and Time. This four-fold (world) is 
marshalled and supported through eternity by the Supreme Being 
who is Himself absolutely eternal, highest of the high, who is the 
redeemer (of Jh'as) exalted far above (the JTvaa), who is nothing 
hut unlimited bliss and the most brilliant Lord” 1 . 

3 

Having seen in the last two Adhikaranas that even the things 
like empty space and JTvas considered as eternal, have some sort 
of genesis in the world, one may doubt that the Supreme Being 
also may be subject to some kind of origination. The following 
ultra clears such doubts, if any. 

II # || (2-3-9) 

All the commentators agree on the purport of this sutra that 
lira liman has no origination. But they explain the siitra differently. 

Sahkaracarya explains the contention of the sutra as follows 2 : 
lira liman whose essence is existence, cannot be suspected to have 
been originated from anything else, as it does not stand to reason. 
Hi oilman is indeed mere ‘being’. It cannot spring from mere 
'being’, because without some superiority in the cause over the 
effect, there can be no cause and effect relation between them. 
Nor can Brahman be said to have sprung from some ‘particular 


Plrq: HlHpIrRlfl cWTSpIcq; Httnqi I ■qsjqcl'irt'lrti'f § MllqqHJI ^PlrHlPl 

r-44 Ptfq: I =4 I qT<4r-4lW 441 

Plr-MM^*'^: II ^ I (M. BSB. 2-3-8). 

4 34^ «<aIcH4*4 3IRT%^T ; 444113. ^ I 

FR414 ft 4SI 3 3*4 H^I4l^4lFM(rI: I 3W?=4ft5!^ I 

4TN Hftsi4T3^f4444l<l HRl-qiftiWl irV<JHI4l ?54Rt f^vq: 8I4MH,I 
HI«Wd: fa<lcH4ic4UIJ 4 =4 f 
H^y^Tqd^MJrrlSHdT-qiyHtfldJ (S. BSB. 2-3-9). 
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form of being’, as it is against experience. Particulars are seen 
to be originating from a general form, but not vice versa. Nor can 
Brahman spring from ‘non-being (asat)', because non-being is 
without any character. Now since it is seen (in the world) that 
one effect springs from another effect, it should not be concluded 
that Brahman also may be an effect of some other thing, because 
if an original cause is not accepted, it may lead to an infinite 
regression. Kalpataru explains this point 1 . “It is the illusory 
appearance of something which constitutes an effect. The 
superimposition is impossible without conceding a real substratum. 
The existence of Brahman as such a substratum is therefore an 
essential requisite”. 

The above claim that Brahman is mere ‘being in general’ is 
not acceptable 2 3 because in that case the Supreme Being cannot 
co-exist in conformity with practical ( vyavaharika ) particular 
forms of being, and the Supreme Being cannot be said to possess 
both the aspects of general and particular being. The explanation 
by Kalpataru that an effect always means an illusory appearance 
is not convincing because it is not in tune with what the Siitrakdra 
is discussing in this Pdda. In the last two Adhikaranas where he 
establishes the genesis of Akdsa and Vayu, nowhere has he used 
any word, which conveys or suggests the notion of an illusory 
appearance of or a superimposition of Akdsa over Brahman or 
Vdyu over Akdsa. 

Ramanujacarya takes a different view that this sutra is not 
meant to discuss whether Brahman is un-originated or not, but 
is mentioned as an exception to establish a general rule. According 
to him, the sutra declares that 1 , “ Brahman alone is un-originated 

1 iWdi 11 itra ti^i irnffafa iresn ft; ^ ^ fan 

3tV3R^ 3d WrMM}? ft; JfT ft^T <33 WtlWl? (Kalpataru 2-3-9i 

(BNK. II. p. 155). 

2 UrHIHMi astfa era I TOldndl llti^ MOUlfoft 

=?! UIHMlft5faHI4IHI4l<l (TC. III. p. 95). (BNK. II. p. 156). 

3 3TCT*ra: a^rHlrl: SBl | dilPlRdifM tWlft I —- 

rrafaftrfiFt —- ^c'-lFrl: * 3MM<Jd I (SrTbhasya - RDK. 2-3-9). 
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Non-origination of anything except that is not possible. Non¬ 
origination does not stand to reason in the case of all except that 
{Brahman)". 

This Pada is intended to reconcile the conflicting statements 
in scriptures. But, instead of using this sutra to resolve the 
contradiction about the etemality of Brahman, Ramanujacarya 
takes the sutra lightly as an exception. If his interpretation of this 
sutra were correct, then the Sutrakara should have stopped 
discussing the genesis of any other thing, here only. But the 
Sutrakara continues to discuss the genesis of fire, water, earth and 
so on. Vyasatirtha remarks that “superfluous topic has been 
discussed and what should have been discussed has been omitted’ ’ 
Therefore Ramanujacarya’s interpretation of this sutra, though 
literally correct, is not found satisfactory and convincing. 

According to Madhvacarya the doubt about the origination 
of the Supreme Being arises from the Sruti statements like, ‘ ‘ Asadva 
ulamagra dslt tato vai sadajdyata (Non-Being indeed was there 
before this world; from it indeed sprang Being i.e. Brahman )" 2 
.md “ Asatah sadajdyata (from Non-Being sprang Being)’’ 3 , 
f rom such statements if one contends that even the Supreme 
being is subject to genesis, the sutra says that it is not so and 
.isserts that Brahman has no origination. 

rid: 31PR qcT 

Brahman is absolutely un-originated because genesis of 
uii existent entity from non-existence does not stand to reason, 
us such a thing is nowhere seen. 

The word l tu (but) in the sutra tells that the arguments 
advanced in the preceding two Adhikaranas are not applicable 

I >144^-41 4H4 V444>o4 : I (TC. III. p. 95). 

• Tail. Up. 2-7. 

' KV. 10-72-2. 
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here 1 . It is contended there that though empty space (avyakrtakasa) 
and Mukhya-prana are eternal in essence, Sruti describes them as 
originated in the sense of paradhlnavisesapti. That cannot be said 
of Brahman because Brahman is not conceived as subservient to 
any superior authority and He does not owe His powers to any one 2 3 . 

It is not enough to infer that Brahman is absolutely un¬ 
originated, in order to ward off the contradiction from a Sruti text, 
because the Vedantin s hold that a Sruti statement cannot be 
disproved by the evidence of inference. Therefore, it is incumbent 
to show that the import of such apparently conflicting texts does 
not really contradict the eternality of Brahman. Madhvacarya 
quotes the evidence of Paihgisruti to show how it views the text 
‘Asatah sadajdyata' . That Sruti declares that 1 ‘‘in the text 'In the 
beginning (of creation) of the deities, from asat sprang sat ’, asat 
indeed means Brahman, sat is Prana, which Prana they call the 
great, the enduring, the powerful, the strong”. Madhvacarya quotes 
a verse from Bhdgavata which supports this view that sat conveys 
Prana. The verse says: ‘O brilliant omniscient unborn Lord, you 
put in your seed in Sakti (LaksntT), who is (also) unborn and the 
source of all qualities and activities; from her we, sat (Prana) and 
others have issued; tell us how we should fulfil the purpose for 
which you have made us” 4 . 

Thus, Madhvacarya shows how the purport of texts which 
apparently conflict the eternality of Brahman, does not really do 
so when the texts are properly interpreted with reference to context, 
His interpretation of the sutra looks more appropriate to the theme 
of removing apparent internal conflicts in Vedic statements, 
proposed in this Pada. 

1 5 5T#t 3im+.iifd l (M. BSB. 2-3-9). 

2 ^ ^ mt: (NV. 2-3 -udhi. 3) (BNK. II. p. 152). 

3 $ ghsna: asr at snt: amrim aifa) 

ttfet I (M. BSB. 2-3-9). 

4 airiatrtRxajtnti i ntnaaa 

ft a ir ffri nron i (3-6-28) <m. bsb. 2-3-9). 
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4 cl#sfwumj 

Having discussed the genesis of Akas'a and Vdyu in the first 
two Adhikaranas of this Pad a and having cleared an incidental 
doubt about the etemality of Brahman itself, in the third one, the 
Sutrakdra reverts to discuss the genesis of the third element, fire 
{Agni), and its presiding deity in this Adhikarana. The conflict 
here is between the text 1 , ‘ Agni originated from Vdyu' and another 
statement 2 , ‘That ( Brahman ) created Tejas ( Agni )’. The doubt is 
whether Agni originated from Vayu or from Brahman. The 
following sutra clarifies. 

II HU & II (2-3-10) 

According to Sahkaracarya the sutra takes the view that 3 , 
"Agni originates from Vdyu as told in the Sruti 'Vayoragnih' 
because the ablative case affix used for the word Vdyu, 
clearly conveys so”. Regarding the conflicting Sruti 
'Tattejo'srjata' he explains that 4 after the creation of Akdsa 
and Vdyu, Agni can be thought of as originated from Brahman, 
which has assumed the form of Vdyu, (and not from the 
pure immutable Brahman). Thus there is no contradiction by the 
latter Sruti. 

But this interpretation goes against the spirit of the introductory 
\utra ‘janmadyasyayatah (BS. 1-1-2)’ which defines Brahman 
as that from which originates everything in the world, animate 
or inanimate. Further, Sahkaracarya explains in a just by-gone 
ultra (BS. 2-2-6) that if the text ‘by the knowledge of one 
thing everything is known’ is to hold good, the entire aggregate 
ill things in the world has to be the effect of Brahman. This 

I Ml <5 KIM: (Tail. Up. 2-1). 

’ I (Cliand. Up. 6-2-3). 

(S. BSB. 2-3-10). 

\ HRT5T 41^ ^ WeP I (S. BSB. 2-3-10). 
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is not possible if Agni etc. are taken as the effects of Brahman , 
which has assumed the form of Vdyu etc 1 . 

Moreover, according to Vivartavada , an effect is an illusory 
appearance on a substratum and it vanishes on knowing the 
substratum. So Agni etc. should vanish on knowing Vdyu etc., just 
as the silver seen in place of a shell 2 . But we never see Agni 
vanishing on knowing Vdyu. 

In the above interpretation, the Taittirlya statement 
is taken in the primary sense and the Chandogya statement 
is explained away in a secondary sense, thereby compromising 
the primacy of Brahman in creation. Hence, it is not 
convincing. 

Ramanujacarya takes an opposite view. He also interprets this 
sutra as telling that fire originates from air, and the next sutra* 
as telling, “water is produced from fire” and “Earth is produced 
from water”. But he treats all these sutra* as Purvapaksa and a 
following sutra ‘Tadabhidhyanadeva tu tallihgat sati’ as refuting 
the Purvapaksa. That sutra is interpreted as establishing the fact 
that Brahman, as embodied in the immediately preceding substance 
is the direct cause of all effects like Agni, water, earth etc. It has 
been observed time and again earlier that treating one sutra as 
Purvapaksa and another as Siddhanta, without any indicative 
words like 'iti cet' or ‘ cet ’, is not in tune with the practice of 
the Sutrakara. The siddhanta that Brahman is the true cause of 
the evolution of Agni etc. through the intermediary causes as mere 
vehicles, can be arrived at directly from this 
sutra by properly interpreting the term atah in the sutra. That 
is what is done by Madhvacarya. According to him the sutra 
is to be understood as follows. 


l 




(TC. Ill p. 97) (BNK 11 p. 167). 

N^cIHcl FJTclJ (TC. Ill p, 97) 
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m- 3 WT: ^ cRIT ^R=RT^‘cT#mts^J3TcT’ 

5RT %ld • 3Tfij I 

From Brahman only, fire also originates, as the scriptural 
text ‘ tattejo’srjata (Chand. Up 6-2-3)’ says. 

Here, the words ‘/m\ ‘ Brahmanah (satah)' , and ‘ utpattimat ’ 
are continued ( anuvrtti) from preceding sutras, and the term 
'tcitha ' is understood in the sense of ‘also’. The purport of the 
surra is that Brahman is the primary cause of all creation and that 
is not refuted by texts' like 'Vayoragnih’ , since they only tell 
Brahman as the source of all genesis through the vehicle of the 
mediate causes. 

The conflict being resolved in this Adhikarana is between 
the TaittirTya text 2 , ‘waters originated from Agni ’ and another 
Mundaka text 3 , which holds waters as produced directly 
from Brahman. The following sutra resolves the conflict in 
the same way as the preceding sutra decides the origination of 
Agni. 


II & 3JTq: & II (2-3-11) 

"iTri: ^ «IP: 3TN: cTOT STMS ft ScHHrirM: % 

‘UrlW^ 4 - 3TM’ ^fcl $fcl: STT? ] 

From Brahman only, water also is produced, as the 

(Mundaka) text i etasmdjjayate apah ’ says. 

1 H | 4(^KI Irimt I (TP. 2-3-10) 

2 I (Tail. Up. 2-1) 

t qirit HH: H^ks^lh q I ri dl^IcHIM: 'jfeqt RWq q#jft II (Mund. 

Up. 2-1-3). From ihis (Supreme Being) are produced the Chief of breaths, mind, 
all organs of senses, Akdsa, Vdyu , Tejas, Waters and the Earth which supports 
all. 

■I In classical Sanskrit 'apah' is used in plural only, but in Veda in singular and 
plural (SED. p. 30). 
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The extra words in the exposition are taken from the preceding 
siitra by anuvrtti. Here again the purport of the siitra is that water 
originates primarily from Brahman through the vehicle of Agni, 
and therefore the Sruti 'Agnerdpah ' does not refute the primacy 
of Brahman in the creation of water. 

According to Sahkaracarya, this suira tells that water springs 
from Agni as per Sruti. Ramanujacarya also interprets the siitrci 
as telling that water also springs from fire, but he treats it as 
Purvapaksa, as done with the preceding siitra. The observations 
made against both these views in the preceding Adhikarana hold 
good here also. 

In his explanation of this sutra, Madhvacarya suggests by 
using the word i ddi' (etc.), that the arguments made here could 
be used to establish the genesis of other finite realities like Prthivi, 
Osadhi,Anna etc., by implication of the analogous ( upalaksana )'. 
The word ‘Apah’ in the sutra is indicative of others 2 . 

One can argue that the genesis of water also could have been 
understood likewise by implication. Madhvacarya justifies the 
necessity of this siitra in order to remove an additional doubt of 
the opponent that water originates from fire only because of the 
popular observation of sweat, etc. following heat 3 . 

6 

After going through the discussions about the genesis of 
Akdsa , Vdyu, Agni and Ap, the student would naturally expect the 
next discussion to come could be about the origination of Prthivi, 
the Earth. S. Radhkrishnan avers that "there is a siitra which 
is not mentioned by Sahkaracarya, Bhaskara and Baladeva. ‘The 
Earth originates from water’ PrthivV M . Madhvacarya also does 


1 

2 

3 

4 


SOT: ^ 3Tim?«IU2: I (M. BSB.2-3-11). 




(TP. 2-3-1 I). 

yHfrHklfctfy: SP: srfcWVI: I (M. BSB.2-3-11). 


SRK. p. 41)1. 
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not read this sutra. But he has indicated in his interpretation of 
the preceding sutra that the genesis of Earth from Brahman could 
be understood by upalaksana. Ramanujacarya reads this sutra, 
'PrthivT ’, and interprets it as mentioning the opponent view that 
(he Earth originates from the waters. 


Even after accepting the fact that the Supreme Being directly 
originates everything in finite reality through some vehicles, there 
still remain some contradictions in scriptural texts about these 
vehicles themselves and their sequence etc. For example, one text 
tells that “They, the waters mused, 'may we become many, may 
we produce many’, they produced Anna'’’'. Another text says that 
“from waters, the Earth originated. From the Earth, sprang plants. 
From the plants, the food (Annam) was created” 2 . 


The doubt here is whether the Earth originates from water, 
or the food. The next sutra reconciles the conflict. 


II •$> 



II (2-3-12) 


* sftnsmj f cT: i 

d^Hi’ 4 sfcr m 

■J^’ 5 ffcl ^KkcRIdJ * Wltf 


The word Annam (here in Chanogya Sruti) refers to Earth 
and not to the popularly understood food. The reasons for 
this preference arc: (i) The context of the topic ( adhikara ) is 
of the evolution of the basic elements as expressed by the text 
'tattejo’srjata', just preceding it. (ii) Further (in the same 
chapter of that Upanisad),Annarii is said to be black in colour, 
which agrees with the appearance ( rupa ) of Earth, (iii) 


I ai *13T. fqm M-rllWlM hi I <Chund. Up 6-2-4). 

3TS^J: I I (Tail. Up. 2-1). 

1 That (Brahman) created Tejas (fire). (Chand. Up. 6-2-3). 

I Thai which is black belongs to Anna. (Chand. Up. 6-4-1). 
s The Earth also is denoted by annam . (Tail. Up. 3-9). 
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Moreover, there are scriptural texts ( sabddntara ) like '‘PrthivT 
va annum ' etc. which confirm that ‘annam ’ can denote the 
Earth. The term < ‘ddi ’ (etc.) in the siitra suggests the existence 
of arguments in addition to the above three, like the 
irrefutability of Vedas on account of their divine superhuman 
nature. 

All the commentators agree on the interpretation of this siitra. 

7 I 

II # c^TWIHI^ 3 # II 

(2-3-13) 

This sutrci is viewed by different commentators differently. 
The word abhidhyana means (i) desire or (ii) deep thinking. 

According to Sankaracarya, the doubt here is whether the 
insentient elements themselves bring forth their effects without 
any help from Brahman. The siitra resolves that 1 He, the Supreme 
Being only abiding in the form of these elements and reflecting 
on the respective effects produces these effects; whence? on 
account of His that characteristic (of being the controlling principle 
in these elements). 

Ramanujacarya stresses 2 on the word tu (but) in the siitra. So 
he assumes the previous siitras No. 10,11 and 12 split into two, 
as Piirvapaksa and this siitra as the Siddhanta. The word ‘but’ 
refutes the view expressed in the previous .surras. This siitra avers 
that the Supreme Being, as embodied in the immediately preceding 
substance, is the direct cause of all effects like Mahat etc. Whence? 
From the indicatory mark, viz. reflection on the part of these 
substances. 

i rt qww: aa a nfdWH : a jar? 

afeflldj (S. BSB. 2-3-13). 

fa:> HtigifRiJ (SrTbliasya - SV. 2-3-14). 
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Madhvacarya lakes an all-togelher different view. He thinks 
that the discussion about the genesis of the basic elements is over 
and a fresh topic about their dissolution starts here. The exposition 
of the sutra is as follows. 

*T: TWIoHI g SfcTT, fcl:? 

R^ra:’ 1 fffr 3HHI 

d^ilWWlilTlH^ STdfaH frri^FTcec^B^i 

He, the Supreme Being, indeed is the destroyer (of the 
world) because He only has the characteristic of being the 
destroyer of the created world, which understanding naturally 
follows from His indicatory mark that His desire is the cause 
of dissolution of beginningless bondage, as disclosed by the 
Svetasvatara Upanisad text (1-10). 

In this explanation, the two terms with ablative endings in 
the sutra, are not taken as providing two reasons for the same 
assertion. But one provides the reason for the other. Thus, there 
is a two-stage successive ( Pdramparika) reasoning. Paramdtman s 
causality of destruction of the created world is inferred from His 
causality of the dissolution of the beginningless trans-migratory 
bondage, by 'a fortiori ’ arguments ( kaimutyanyaya ). The idea is 
that when Paramdtman’s desire can be the cause of the dissolution 
of the beginningless bondage of sarhsdra itself, then what to talk 
of the capability of His desire in destroying the created world 2 . 

Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya interpret this sutra in the 
context of preceding sutras. But, the doubt assumed by 
Sankaracarya is not acceptable even to his own followers who 
have written glosses on his commentary. Amalananda remarks in 
his Kalpataru that this doubt renders the sutra redundant since 

I Sveta. Up. 1-10. 

* ?Tcl 404*41 

I (TDK. 2-3-13). Vaiyadhikaremam means the state of being in different 
case relations or positions. 
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it has been considered earlier. He modifies the doubt by shifting 
it from the insentient elements to their presiding deities 1 . But in 
the preceding sutras, Sahkaracarya has all along considered the 
elements only and therefore this shift in Purvapaksa , amounts to 
a shift in the position taken by Sahkaracarya 2 . Hence, it is difficult 
to accept this interpretation as convincing. Ramanujacarya’s 
interpretation also is, more or less, on the same lines. Moreover, 
the difficulties in considering the previous sutras themselves as 
Purvapaksa, are already mentioned earlier. 

Madhvacarya thinks that this Adhikarana decides the authority 
of Brahman in dissolution of the world, because the next 
Adhikarana talks about the details of dissolution, like the sequence. 
He finds the necessity of this Adhikarana in order to dispel a 
possible doubt due to some apparently conflicting Sruti statements 
like the one from Mahdndrdyana Upanisad (16-2) 3 which holds 
a functional deity (Rudra) as the author of destruction while 
TaittirTya Upanisad (3-1 ) 4 avers that Brahman is the final repository 
of all created things. The difficulty in accepting Madhvacarya’s 
interpretation is that there is no term in the sutra, which suggests 
that the sutra talks about dissolution. But, even in the first sutra 
of this Pada, 'na viyadasruteh (BS. 2-3-1)’, there is no word to 
suggest that the sutra initiates a discussion on the creation. As 
it is a guesswork there, depending on the context, here too it is 
so. Madhvacarya’s guess appears convincing. 

II Rqwi ^ ^ to II 

(2-3-14) 


MKalpaiuru 2-3-13) (BNK. II. p. 171 j 

BNK. II. p. 172 . 

^ *TT l (Maha. N. Up. 16-2). 

Hell °TT $HllH I ^ "JllcllM 1 HrMHTHfH^lHQIl^ I | 

agdfH 1 (Tai. Up. 3-1). 
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Sankaracarya and Madhvacarya hold that this sutra decides 
the sequence of retraction of created elements during dissolution. 
But Ramanujacarya thinks that the discussion about creation still 
continues and that this sutra tells about the order of creation. He 
points out to an apparent conflict between Taittiriya Upanisad 
and Mundaka Upanisad regarding sequence of creation. The first 
one tells 1 that Akasa sprang from Brahman , Air originated from 
Akasa , Fire from Air and so on. But the Mundaka sruti says 2 that 
from It ( Brahman ) is bom the vital breath, mind, all the sense- 
organs, Akasa, air, fire, water, earth. This sequence is quite the 
reverse ( viparyaya ) of what the preceding text says. According 
to Ramanujacarya 3 this sutra declares that the sequence of creation 
slated in the reverse order is tenable only on the acceptance of 
the position that each of these effects is from Brahman itself, 
embodied in the immediately preceding causal substance. In view 
of the laconic composition of the sutra, this interpretation by 
Ramanujacarya cannot be said as incorrect. However, it appears, 
as observed by V. S. Ghate\ *‘far less natural than the one given 
by Sankaracarya.” 

The Sruti ‘yatprayantyabhisamvisanti (Tait. Up. 3-1, quoted 
under the previous sutra) tells that all created things finally enter 
and dissolve into Brahman. But it does not talk of the order of 
retraction of the things. So, the doubt here, according to 
Sankaracarya, is whether the retraction of the created things takes 
place in the same order as they are created or there is no definite 
order at all. The sutra avers that the order in which the created 
things are retracted into Brahman is the reverse of that in which 
they are created, and it is logical. Sankaracarya provides some 
practical examples. One who climbs up a stair has to climb down 

I I WW?: I 4l4UpH: I I3TSH: | 

(Tail. Up. 2-1). 

: HcU-HMRd SWT JTT: ^ I $ tTTRuft || 

(Murid. Up. 2-1-3). 

I *3 ^ I (Sribhusyu 2-3-15). 

■I VSG. p. 83. 
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in the reverse order only. A clay-pot, when destroyed, goes back 
to its cause, the clay. However, Sankaracarya has not pointed out 
any conflict between two Sruti texts, which would have justified 
the inclusion of this sutra in this Pcida. 

Madhvacarya interprets the sutra on these lines only. He 
quotes some apparently conflicting texts. One text 1 says that 
“from the same Lord indeed this world is produced successively 
and is retracted successively.” From this text, it appears that 
origination and retraction of the world takes place in the same 
order. Another text 2 tells that "from the imperishable Supreme 
Being only, all this originates sequentially and into the same 
Supreme Being everything is retracted in the reverse order.” This 
Sruti clearly tells that dissolution occurs in the reverse order. 

The sutra reconciles this contradiction as follows. 

W | ftT:? 3RT: 

^fcT OTFRN: 

The order of the dissolution mentioned in the Sruti text 
that ‘(the world) is produced in order and is retracted in 
order’, is the reverse of the order of evolution because in this 
very Sruti it is further clarified that dissolution is in the 
reverse of the order of evolution 3 . If this is so, one may feel 
that it is against common experience. Therefore it is explained 
that those produced earlier are comparatively more powerful 
and hence the dissolution in the reverse order is quite proper 
also. 


1 ‘-JIB ga fn^ dl'Hl^ld 'TK-dHIrT 5TB 

Wtaa I (M. BSB. 2-3-14). 

2 •3wicM'Wi<4 4 <i<-hh ir 5H 

HBhrai (M. BSB. 2-3-14). 

3 MI’J|ll^4>f'4lf J 4 fRTT qJ-ifll^+HI =4 I 4: H 5ft: H II’ 

(M. BSB. 2-3-14), 
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It is to be noted that the Sruti text that ‘the world is evolved 
in order and dissolved in order’ is not contradicted later by the 
same Sruti, because the ‘reverse order’ is also an order 1 . 

II # T^TRTR# sfiifaT II 

(2-3-15) 

This siitra is inteipreted differently by different commentators. 
The word antara in the sutra means (1) between, or (2) except, 
and is used as a preposition with nouns in the accusative 
case. 

Saiikaracarya takes the word antara in the sense of ‘between’. 
He refers to a conflict between the oft-quoted Taititiiya text 
(2-1), which describes the order of origination as Akdsa, Vdyu etc. 
and the Mundaka text (2-1-3) (quoted earlier under BS. 2-3-14), 
which mentions the genesis of mind and sense-organs between 
Brahman and the elements. Thus, there is a variation from the 
previously stated sequence of origination and retraction. The 
siitra refutes this contention on account of non-difference (avisesdt) 
between the instruments like the intellect, mind etc. and the 
elements 2 . Sankaracarya quotes a Chandogya text to show that 
non-difference. He further argues that 3 the Mundaka text provides 
just a list of created things like elements and sense organs, and 
not the order of their creation. 

Thus, Saiikaracarya reverts to the topic of creation of things 
and the order of their creation. If the Siitrakdra had this topic in 
his mind, he could have positioned this siitra along with others 

1 4>Hc41Rm TO: | (TDK. 2-3-14). 

2 3TTOOT (RstHMHHl 4 ><u|IF1 

(S. BSB. 2-3-15). 

1 aipm <J BH1WWH qauiwi iptf q | H tT=t 4c4Rl+H I 

(S. BSB. 2-3-15). 
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dealing with creation. Moreover, the Mundaka text under reference, 
mentions Prana, Manas and Indriyas in between Brahman and 
Akdsa , but this sutra refers only to Manas and Vijhdna. The 
omission of Prana in the sutra, creates a doubt whether the 
Sutrakara intended to discuss this topic here. Therefore, this 
interpretation does not appear convincing. 

Ramanujacarya continues the discussion of creation. So he 
cannot be said to have reverted to the topic of creation. He holds 
that 1 the word vijhdna in the sutra, which means knowledge, 
stands for the instruments of knowledge i.e. sense-organs. In 
the previous sutra (BS. 2-3-14), Ramanujacarya refers to the 
Mundaka text (2-1-3) and avers that each one of the entities listed 
therein, originates directly from Brahman , embodied in the 
immediately preceding causal substance. But, the Purvapaksin 
insists that this Mundaka text gives the order of creation only 
because 2 the elements Akdsa etc. mentioned therein are in the 
order of creation, corroborated by other Sruti. The sutra refutes 
this argument as follows. "On account of the indicative mark of 
being mentioned with them ( Akdsa etc.) if it be said that Vijhdna 
and Manas also are apprehended as being produced in order, in 
between the elements and the Prana, (we say) it is not so, on 
account of non-distinction, i.e. because the relation of the form 
of direct origination of Vijhdna, and Manas and Akdsa etc., 
mentioned in the passage, 'from this, is produced’, is common 
to all entities from Prana to the Earth, the same should be thought 
of and not the order” 3 . 

In spite of importation (adhyahara) of so many words, this 
interpretation does not appear to offer a clinching answer to the 
objection. It is almost a repetition of what is said in the interpretation 

1 I (Sribhasya 2-3-16). 

2 9jcM«rn.R+«,: «OT: Mdidd 1 (Sribhasya 2-3-16). 

SlRiihllciJ fallFWTOT: bh'ftdf =d Sc^Hd 

fh i (Sribhasya - rdk 2 - 3 - 1 6) 
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of the previous sutra. Ramanujacarya also has not given any 
explanation regarding the omission of Prana in the sutra. Therefore, 
it is doubtful whether the Sutrakara intended to discuss this topic. 

Madhvacarya understands the word antara in the sutra. in the 
sense of ‘except’, and he does not leave the track of the topic from 
the previous sutra. According to him, this and the next sutra 
consider whether there are any exceptions to the general rule of 
dissolution in the reverse order of that of creation. 

He quotes a text 1 , which tells that “from Prana , originates 
Manas and from Manas , originates Vijnana". Another text 2 
indicates the order of dissolution as it says, “the wise shall 
contemplate that speech merges into mind and mind retracts into 
Vijnana". Vijnana originates from Manas and therefore as per the 
general rule of dissolution it should retract into Manas. But here 
in the latter text, Manas is said to be retracting into Vijnana. Thus, 
a doubt arises whether Vijnana and Manas are exceptions to the 
general rule. The sutra rejects such a contention, as follows. 

SRW W1 cTr^RT dfetfld. 

If it be said that the law of dissolution in the reverse order, 
established before, is applicable to all other principles except 
Vijnana and Manas on account of their characteristic of 
retracting in the same order as in creation, as told in Sruti , 
it is not so because there is no special evidence to that effect. 

No doubt, this interpretation with a minimum of importation 
appears natural and lucid. But, when the Purvapaksin can point 
out Sruti texts which declare the evolution and dissolution of 

1 W3S W 5 IMHJ (M. BSB. 2-3-15). The source of this Sruti is not known. 

However, the Tail. Up. Gives the same order of genesis as follows, (i) 

3tR*TT HHUW I (2-3) (ii) HdtTtldL HdlWId, 3TI?HT 

raftFPTO: I (2-4). 

2 nt?: dil-^rslIH aTTeHft I (Katha. Up. 1-3-13). 
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Vijnana and Manas in the same order as that in creation, a naive 
argument that there is no special evidence to that effect does not 
appear to be clinching reply. 


The Sutrakcira seems to be aware of this. Therefore, he clarifies 
in the next sutra where the misconception of the Piin’apaksin lies. 
This is a complicated sutra and calls for a cool attention. 



(2-3-16) 


The word Manas (in the preceding sutra) indeed stands for 
the principle of mind (at universal level) as well as for the individual 
internal instrument (antahkarana) of cognition. Similarly, the 
term Vijnana denotes the principle of intellect as well as the 
common knowledge acquired by the individuals'. 

The word car a in the siitra stands for the fickle sense-organ, 
mind, and its state of cognition called knowledge. The term acara 
indicates the steady principles of mind and intellect (at the universal 
level) 1 2 3 4 . The sutra clarifies: 

fafTHfa’TcT 1 

ddHd t=I mci: I cWTN W- 

•fief? d- 1 f(NHINr^lrl v '^KN'^, iTFd dldd ^Urtlddd 

It is possible that, in the statement ‘‘Vijnana originates 
from Manas ', the words Manas and Vijnana can convey 
respectively (i) the sense organ, mind, and its principle, and 

1 *T4:3T^ ff dr4 a^iSROT =4 4tfH 441 PtflT43T'-4T S14 4r^ 3T44Ttl =4 I 
(TP. 2-3-16). 

2 flct d«dc4l< HdMfaPsW dAMMIdslld =4 1 4P4T ?fH 3Wydr41V| 

H*tt-dr4 fesIWdTd =4 1 (TDK. 2-3d6). 

3 means divided or parted, from the root to divide. The icmi HTtF is formcil 

by suffixing 37U^us per sutra (Panini 4-3-120). Thus, means partial 

4 VKM 2-3-16. 
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(ii) the mind’s state of cognition called knowledge and the 
principle of intellect. Yet, those terms in that statement refer 
only to their partial senses, the individual sense organ and its 
state of cognition respectively. It is not illogical to accept those 
senses because the knowledge of moving and non-moving 
objects in the world originates from the reflective action of 
the mind. 

Therefore, this characteristic of Vijnanci in the sense of ordinary 
knowledge, originating from Manas as a sense organ, is not a 
special evidence to render the universal principles of Vijnana and 
Manas as exceptions to the general rule of dissolution in the 
reverse order. 

In order to show that the sequence of evolution of Manas and 
Vijnana as the universal principles, is quite different, Madhvacarya 
quotes a verse from Skanda Parana which gives the order as 
follows: 

Brahman—> Avvakta—* Mahat—* Vijnana—* Manas—* Akasa —> 
Vayu etc. Dissolution would be in the reverse order. 

Such an argument based on recognizing different referents of 
the terms mind and intellect, could be more effective in reconciling 
the conflict between the TaittirTya Text (2-1) and Mundaka text 
(2-1 -3) under the previous siitra, than those offered by Sankaracarya 
and Ramanujacarya. 

The interpretations of this siitra by Sankaracarya and 
Ramanujacarya are quite different. Ramanujacarya considers this 
siitra as the last one of Tejodhikarana and interprets it in two 
ways. In the first, he takes the word hhcikta in the sense of partial. 
The siitra tells that 1 the reference to moving and non-moving 
things by various words is only in a partial sense, because all 



—, (SrTbhasya 2-3-17). 
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objects are modes of Brahman and all words denote Brahman, 
but that Brahman, is not comprehensible by perception etc. 
Alternatively, he takes the word bhiikta in the sense of secondary 
and reads the word abhakta i.e. primary in the ultra. Then the 
sutra means that 1 the words denoting moving and non-moving 
entities denote Brahman in their primary sense because “the 
denotative nature of all words points out to the nature of 
Brahman" 2 . With these interpretations, the sutra appears out of 
context in a discussion on the genesis of elements. Moreover, 
there is no conflict here between two texts, to justify the inclusion 
of this sutra in this Pada. Thus, the interpretation appears far¬ 
fetched and unconvincing. The very fact that the commentator 
offers two interpretations of the sutra, shows that he is unsure as 
to what exactly the Sutrakdra intends to tell in this sutra. 

Sankariicarya assumes that the discussion about the evolution 
and dissolution of elements is over with the preceding sutra, and 
that with this sutra onwards upto the end of this Pdda, the 
discussion would be about the problems connected with individual 
souls, JTvas. He takes the word bhdkta in the secondary sense. 
According to him, the sutra declares as follows. The usage of the 
words, birth and death, with respect to a Jiva, is in a figurative 
sense only. The words, birth and death, primarily refer to the 
moving and non-moving bodies, and are used in regard to JTva 
abiding in them in a secondary sense, because these words, birth 
and death, come into use when the body emerges and disappears, 
and not otherwise 3 . 


The pronoun tad in the compound ‘ tadvyapadesah ' in the 
sutra, should refer to some noun appearing in the preceding sutra. 


1 

2 
3 


■WWIpMlWv Bufin SWIrfi: I I 

(Sribhasya 2-3-17). 

Sribhasya - RDK 2-3-17. 


m- g^i i 

* 3^: (S.BSB. 2-3-16). 
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But in this interpretation, tad refers to the birth and death of JTva , 
which does not appear anywhere in the preceding sutras of this 
Pcida. Thus, the interpretation appears arbitrary 1 and hence 
unconvincing. 

10 ^lcHIN t W u lHJ 

II ■TTcHTS^clWcTc31 =3 cTT^f: II (2-3-17) 

The commentators differ in their interpretations of this sutra. 

Sankaracarya holds that this sutra discusses about the genesis 
of the individual soul, JTvcitman i.e. JTva. The doubt here is 
whether Atman in the sense of JTva , is originated from Brahman. 
like Akasa etc. or it is un- originated like Brahman 2 . He points 
out to a conflict of texts in this respect. One text 3 tells that like 
the sparks from fire, JTvaa originate from Brahman. Another text 4 * 
tells that that immortal Supreme Being enters the creation and He 
only gets the status of JTva\ the text does not tell the creation of 
JTva as such. The sutra resolves this conflict as follows 3 . Atman 
i.e. JTva is not created, because in the context of creation of 
elements in Sruti, there is no mention of the genesis of this JTva. 
And it is understood from Sruti texts that JTva is eternal only. This 
is what is declared by the sutra. Sankaracarya draws further 
additional conclusions 6 . Similarly, it is also understood from Sruti 


1 BNK. II. p. 191. 

2 ft 4)4K‘4: 3TTFITT c4Huftd<t tfSW: 4'rM'<Jci Slid)ftdd. H Jr9<Jrl I 

3 nts-Wi: I *ti«tti JTjfFIift 

cf^ ^MilH*fPti I As from the flaming fire issue forth thousands of sparks of the same 
form, so from the Immortal proceed diverse JTvas and they find their way back 
into it. (Munda. Up. 2-1-1). 

-1 ftg I dec'll dddyWlftiilH I He created all this whatever 

exists. Having created. He entered it (Tail. Up. 2-6). 

1 if 3fTc*fT sffa 3cWd 5ft ; 'SWTTf/ I if ft 3*R drMhdy+fJ) WPfftd 

I HcHofW HTWf: I ft I (S. BSB. 2-3-17). 

6 cWI 3fft^Kff^ oi&C-iD ^HrififT ^ ^fcf I 

IS. BSB.2-3-17). 
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texts that JTvdtman is beginningless, immutable, and that the 
immutable Brahman only gets the status of JTva and that Jlva is 
in essence Brahman only. He then quotes a number of texts in 
support of his corollary conclusions. 

The word Atman' no doubt stands for both Paramdtman and 
JTvaiman, but it primarily denotes Brahman. We have seen earlier 
in ‘ dyubhtjvadhikarana (BS. 1-3-1)’ that the word Atman is to be 
preferably taken in the sense of Brahman. Hnece. in this siltra 
also the word Atman is Brahman. In that case, the siltra would 
mean that Brahman has no genesis, which has already been 
proved earlier in Asambhavadhikarana (BS. 2-3-9). 

Further, if Atman is taken in the sense of JTva, then the sutra 
would mean that7fv'a has no genesis. But this beginninglessness 
of JTva, samsara, karma etc. has already been argued in BS. 
2-1-35. Thus, whether one lakes the word Atman in the sutra as 
Brahman or JTva, the above interpretation renders the sutra itself 
redundant. Moreover, the additional conclusions that the immutable 
Brahman only gets the status of JTva and that JTva is in essence 
Brahman only are, as the commentator says, understood from 
Sruti texts. Hence, it is a matter extraneous to the sutra. Moreover, 
it is doubtful whether the TaittirTya text ‘ tad srstvd 
tadevdnuprdvisata ’ can be construed as declaring that the Supreme 
Being only gets the status of JTva in sentient things, because He 
enters everything created by Him, both sentient and insentient 
(yadidam kihca). With this interpretation, the siltra does not offer 
any new scope to arrive at the doctrine that ‘JTva is in essence 
Brahman only’. 

Thus, the above interpretation of the siltra is found farfetched 
and unconvincing. 

I 3UcH4K9I mnicHMio^. * 3TCF3*qfolir I (S. BSB. 1-3-1). The use 

of the word Atman , self, denotes Brahman and not unintelligent matter or the 
individual soul. (SRK. p. 286). 
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Ramanujacarya reads the word asruteh in the siirra as Sruteh , 
and interprets the sutra on the same lines as follows: The individual 
self is not (produced), (for it is so) mentioned in the scriptures, 
also (on account of its) being eternal, (for so it is known) from 
them (the Sruti texts) 1 . Then he also draws extra conclusions 
according to his views 2 that Brahman has for its body the sentient 
and insentient beings both in the causal and effected states, etc. 
This interpretation is also found unconvincing for the same reason, 
stated above. 

Like Sankaracarya, Madhvacarya also reads the word asruteh 
in the sutra, but takes the word Atman in the sense of Brahman. 
Having established that all elements in the world evolve from 
Brahman and are subject to retraction into Brahman in a reverse 
order, and that Brahman itself has no genesis, Madhvacarya holds 
that the Sutrakara now considers a possible doubt whether 
Brahman also is subject to extinction (laya). According to him, 
the discussion on dissolution still continues. He quotes a text 3 , 
which says that “He having caused all this to dissolve in darkness, 
finally remains hidden in that darkness, having dissolved the 
darkness He issues forth”. Such a description of Brahman during 
dissolution (pralaya ) that ‘He remains hidden in darkness’ may 
be understood by linguists that this may be a euphemistic way 
of telling that Brahman also gets disintegrated into extinction. 
The sutra rules out such an extinction for Brahman. 

3TlcRT ’-RRIcHI ^ cfafl <p: 3^: q^q^q fTT^q: 

q^wV’ arq Hcqcqi<=q \ 4 

The Supreme Being does not become extinct, because 
there is no such evidence of Brahman's extinction in the 
scriptures, and also because Its eternality is (positively) 

1 Sfibhasya - SV. 2-3-18. 

2 Sribhasya - SV. 2-3-18. 

< « 5^ wtfew few I (M. BSB. 2-3-17). 

•1 VKM. 2-3-17. 
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understood from many scriptural texts like Nasadiyasukta 
which tells that ‘the all-pervading one ( abliu) lay concealed 
by the inferior ( tuccha ) principle of Prakrti. 

According to Madhvacarya, the text that tells that He lies 
hidden in darkness does not mean that the Supreme Being melts 
away into extinction, but only means that during dissolution 
(pralaya) He remains concealed and wrapped up in primeval 
darkness which is an aspect of Prakrti and is invisible to others'. 
Nasadiyasukta corroborates this aspect 0 . 

As an example of Sruti texts, which positively describe 
Brahman as eternal, Madhvacarya quotes a mantra from 
Kathopanisad, which says that 3 “He is the eternal of eternals”. 

11 

The Sutrakara now turns towards the more difficult questions 
about the sentient beings i.e. JTvas and discusses them till the end 
of this Pa da. 

II & fhcT ^ # II (2-3-18) 

Sahkaracarya sees a doubt as follows. The Vaisesikas believe 
that the individual soul, Jlva, in essence has no intelligence, but 
it acquires intelligence later through sense organs, while the 
Sankhyas hold that the soul is basically of the nature of eternal 
intelligence 4 . So the doubt is whether JTva's intelligence is 
adventitious or natural. The suira clarifies the doubt. 

(The soul is) intelligence ( jhah ), for this very reason (ata evaf. 


1 BNK. II. p. 188. 

2 «4<*ld)dJ (RV. 10-129-3). 

3 PicmI MchmihJ (Kaiha. Lip. 2-2-13). 

4 « ft +NI^Hir04|J|-44i40-9: UMUHlfac* 

<331 (S. BSB. 2-3-18). 

5 SRK. p. 405. 
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Sankaracarya explains 1 : This Atman (JTva) is of the nature of 
eternal intelligence for this very reason, i.e. because jTva is 
unoriginated, i.e. because the unmodified Supreme Brahman only 
appears as JTva on account of Brahman's contact with limiting 
adjuncts; the Supreme Brahman only is said to be of the nature 
of intelligence, in scriptures. 

In this syllogism, the subject ( karta ) 'JTva' is repeated from 
the previous siitra. The predicate 'jhah' is interpreted in the sense 
of the nature of intelligence. The probans 'ata eva' is construed 
as 'because JTva is unoriginated’ from the decision in the preceding 
siitra according to the commentator. But his further conclusion 
based on this unoriginated status of JTva , that the unmodified 
Supreme Brahman only appears as JTva on account of Brahman's 
contact with limiting adjuncts, looks hypothetical. And without 
this hypothesis, the mere fact of being unoriginated cannot prove 
JTva's nature of intelligence 2 . 

In the above argument, it is taken for granted as a proven fact 
that because JTva is unoriginated. Brahman only owing to contact 
with limiting adjuncts appears as JTva. This doctrine is neither 
proved in any of the earlier sutras nor any reference to it is made. 
The previous siitra is interpreted by Sankaracarya as saying that 
JTva is un-originated. Even that is found unconvincing. Therefore, 
all this argument cannot be sustained by the words 'ata eva' in 
the siitra \ 

Further, the word 'jhah' grammatically means 4 ‘the knower’ 
hut not ‘the knowledge’, as assumed in the interpretation. 
Moreover, the validity or else of the tenets of various schools 

I f: HlAKJd W 3IM<j>dyMlfadM«hMid- 

i| w^piwwwptits. bsb. 2-3-18). 

3 t 3 fnrtwi^®i sic 4 iw«t 5 i 1 (tc. in. p. 108). 

1 ^ 1 (TC. 111. p. 108). 

I I (Panini 3-1-135). After a verb ending in a consonant but 

preceded by ?. 3 or ^ (long or short), and after the verbs 5 TT, tit and comes 
the affix (3t). fn+«E = |l: (knower) 
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other than Vedanta are considered in the second Pada of this 
Adhyaya. In this Pada, the apparent conflicts of texts within 
Vedanta are discussed 1 . Therefore, a Purvapaksa based on the 
difference between the tenets of Vaisesika and Sdnkhya schools 
does not fit in here 2 . Thus, the interpretation of the sutra is not 
convincing. 

Ramanujacarya takes the word jhah as the ‘knower’ instead 
of 'knowledge’ and interprets the sutra as follows. "The Atman 
is the knower himself, having the nature of the knower alone, not 
merely consciousness; not again having a non-sentient nature. 
Whence? For this very reason, that is to say, from the Sruti 
itself’ 3 ! Ramanujacarya takes the same controversy between 
Vaisesika view and Sdnkhya view, and the discussion does not 
become suitable for this Pada. 


So far in this Pada , till the preceding sutra, we see that the 
Adhibhautika entities like the elements air, fire etc. and the 
Adhidaivika entities like the presiding deities of those elements, 
are all subject to genesis and dissolution. In order to explain the 
genesis of eternal things like space, time etc. Madhvacarya 
propounds a concept of Parddhmavisesdpti. In the case of othei 
things, which are created de novo, the genesis is termed as 
Abhutvabhavanam. In all these cases of origination and dissolution, 
the author is held to be the Supreme Being, Paramatman, and Ho 
Himself is shown to be not subject to either genesis or extinction 
The present sutra being the first one of a new series, which 
discusses Adhyatmika topics i.e. topics concerning the sentieni 
individual souls, JTvas, Madhvacarya expects it to start with the 
genesis of Jivas, and with this background he understands the 
words ' ata eva' in the sutra as ‘from this Paramatman only’ who 


1 

2 
3 


(S. BSB. 2-3-1). 


i <tc. iii. p. io«). 

5cq*i: l (Sribhasya- RDK. 2-3-19). 
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is the author of the genesis and dissolution of all others. He quotes 
two apparently conflicting texts. One describes Brahman as the 
eternal of the eternals and thereby recognizes JTvaa as eternal 1 . 
Another 2 tells that all these conscious beings issue forth (from It). 
Thus there is a doubt whether the JTvas are eternal or produced. 
The sutra clarifies: 

^THITH m 3TT HiHIcHH: ^ fcT: 3B ^ I 

The knower (in a body) i.e. the individual soul, Jiva 
originates from the Supreme Being only; whence? on account 
of Sruti to that effect. 

Madhvacarya quotes a Sruti, which says 3 : “All these intelligent 
beings ( Jivas ) as indestructible entities enter into the Supreme 
Light of Brahman and as indestructible entities are born from It. 
They never have dissolution’’. 

If one doubts whether it is proper to hold eternal entities as 
bom also, the next sutra answers. 

II & II (2-3-19) 

WR: Sc’TOcI PlrMW SIN ^ 

Jlva originates from the Supreme Being, and it is quite 
proper to consider the eternal Jlva also as born in the sense 
of Paradhinavisesapti as it acquires a body subject to the will 
and pleasure of the Supreme Being. 

The apparently contradictory statements in the Kasayanasruti 
quoted in the preceding discussion, is explained here as follows. 
Jiva is intrinsically eternal and whenever it acquires new adjuncts 

1 HrllMi %R4idHMIH+l ^ ^ (Katha. Up. 2-2-13). 

2 fra I (M. BSB. 2-3-18). 

1 ^ ^ M<lc»WISPraST: ^IldHWkt^ll^l d WHWH 

flH 4>mwu|^R|: I (M. BSB. 2-3-18). 
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of body etc. ( upadhi ), it is originated in the sense of 
ParadhTnavisesapti. In support of this concept, Madhvacarya 
quotes a text, which says': ‘ ‘From the eternal Brahman the eternal 
beings of intelligence are born. It is with reference to the condition 
of their bodily existence that birth or genesis is predicated of 
them”. 

Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya have not read this siitra. 

12 

Having discussed the genesis of JTva, the Sutrakara now 
considers the size of JTva , i.e. whether it is atomic or medium 
sized or all pervasive. Sankaracarya holds that the next fourteen 
siltras consider this topic. Ramanujacarya includes all theses 
sutras in the previous Jhadhikarana. Madhvacarya divides the 
sutras into five groups, depending upon the topics discussed. 

II krk IrM I 4 IH^ II (2-3-20) 

Sankaracarya quotes Sruti texts to show that JTva passes out 
of the body (utkrcmti ) at the time of death, it goes to another 
world (gati ) and then returns to this world (a gati ). From these 
texts it is understood that JTva has to be of a limited size, since 
a thing of infinite size cannot tend to move. If it is of limited size 
it can only be of the atomic size since its possibility of being of 
the same size as the body has already been refuted earlier while 
examining the Jaina doctrines 2 . 

Ramanujacarya interprets the siitra on the same lines. 

Madhvacarya refers to a conflict between two texts. One 
text tells that “these conscious souls are indeed all-pervasive, 

1 KdlcnRt Rr9I Hr^ SilrOd: I RtiycMkHN ntatt I 5R "I 

caWdfecliaiHJ (M. BSB. 2-3-19) (BNK. II. p. 197). 

2 3IIBiyr«WpT9Br9HI<llHi WJTR STOTtRl I 3 I ^ 

IS. BSB 2-3-20). 
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devoid of qualities sattva, rajas, and tamas, agents of all actions, 
perfect and infinite ” 1 and thereby expresses the all-pervasiveness 
of JTvas. Another says that “atomic indeed is this soul, whom 
these merit and demerit bind ” 2 and conveys the atomic nature of 
the soul. Thus there is a doubt whether JTva is all-pervasive or 
atomic. The sutra decides as follows. 

sfa: 3^: dc+lPd-Uc^HIdMi fl^ttlldj dd.qHllri. 


Jiva is of atomic size on account of its characteristics of 
departing (from the body), going (to another world) and 
returning (declared in scriptures). An all-pervasive thing 
cannot be thought of as moving. If it is taken as of medium- 
size i.e. of the size of the body itself, then it will be subject 
to the undesirable contingency of being perishable. 

If the JTva is taken as of the size of the body, then like the 
body it has to be made up of parts. As a rule, a medium¬ 
sized thing must have parts. And JTva cannot be held to be 
constituted of parts because in that case it will be subject to 
impermanency 3 . 

In order to confirm that JTva has these characteristics of 
tieparting from the body, going to another world and returning 
to this, Madhvacarya quotes 4 a Sruti. It says that, “he (JTva) 
passes out from this body, goes to another world and from that 
world he returns to this world, enters the (mother’s) womb, he 
is bom and he works”. 


I "«TTHT ^JlrHMSlcWI i*PJJITSJ WIcHH: 5RT c fcni t l ,J |9pi! flcfhtct I 

(M. BSB. 2-3-20). 

q Rl'licl: I 'J'JM ^ tjFi RTIVI: I 

(M. BSB.2-3-20). 

I =31?RB: 3Kl<4cHi J -iM ^CTTct l 

5ITO I (TP. 2-3-20). 

•i h|+bhi^ n mihrafh h srcprl 

n ^3 | (M. BSB. 2-3-20). 
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From such texts, if one incidentally gets a doubt whether the 
JTva does all these activities on its own liking and choice, the next 
sutra answers the same. 

II *F3Tc*raT -4 )tK4|: Ho II (2-3-21) 

fl+ttlldj 1 

JTva’s departure from the body etc. take place under the 
guidance of, and along with, the Supreme Being only, on 
account of what is stated in the two subsequent sentences (of 
the same Pausyayana Sruti). 

Madhvacarya quotes the two sentences 2 concerned, from that 
Pausyayana Sruti , which state as follows. (1) With the Supreme 
Lord seated in himself as guide, he (the JTva) enters the womb 
with Him, he is bom with Him, guided by Him he works, he is 
led to other worlds and lifted up to moksa by Him. Him they call 
the Lord of the self, (ii) He, the Supreme Being, enjoys the blissful 
essence (of the good works of JTvas), and He indeed makes the 
JTvas live, go up and come down. 

Instead of using any other word like Atmana or Brahmand 
in the sutra, the Sutrakara uses the word Svdtmand, in order to 
achieve consonance with the wording in the concerned Sruti. 

Sankaracarya gives another interpretation of this sutra, bul 
in support of the atomicity of JTva, as follows. Just as a person 
can relinquish his rulership of a village (without moving out ol 
the village), similarly a JTva’s departure ( utkrdnti ) from the body 
after his karma is exhausted, may be explained as the JTva' s 
ceasing to be the ruler of the body, without moving away from 


1 VKM. 2-3-21. 

2 (i) *$^4 t-4lr*-MI 'W I T 93$ WT 

I n WIcHH I (ii) 6^ ^ -dl4Hin^4vA*l 

WCTI atHWtlcI I (M. BSB, 2-3-21). 
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it. But, the other two activities ( uttare ) of going (to another world) 
and returning are not possible for a Jiva that cannot move. The 
two activities have to be connected with the Jiva itself as the 
agent. Going and coming are possible only for a Jiva of atomic 
size. 1 With this interpretation, the word sva in the sutra appears 
superfluous, since the word atmand itself would suffice 2 . 

Ramanujacarya also interprets the sutra on the same lines. 

If the Purvapaksin is still not ready to disbelieve in the all¬ 
pervasiveness of JTva, since it is very clearly stated in the text 
'vyaptd hydtmanascetand nirgunasca —’ in Kasdyanasruti, the 
next sutra offers further explanation. 

II 3=o HP^ct-^dRfcl & II (2-3-22) 

All commentators concur on the interpretation of this sutra. 
They only refer to different texts in support of their arguments. 
It is quite natural. 

Sankaracarya interprets as follows. “If it be said that (the 
soul) is not atomic, as the scriptures state it to be otherwise (i.e. 
all-pervading) (we say) not so on account of the other one (the 
Highest Self) being the subject matter (of those texts)” 1 . 

Ramanujacarya interprets on the same lines. 

Madhvacarya continues with the same text, referred to earlier, 
and interprets the sutra as follows. 

'Jlh: §4lcHM: ?lcl fTrT^cI/T cHr^i: 

3TTVJ+KI-T '-KHIcHH ^1^ I 

1 4r4>lFrl: «IHWI W| I 

1 nrillHdl I T3TFHHI TS mPJI W I— JIHIIHdl 31^ 

^ mran: I (S. BSB. 2-3-21). 

2 ^ SITcBB! SRI I (TC. III. p. 116). 

< SRK. p. 406. 
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If it be said that Jiva is not atomic, as the text V yapta 
hyatmanah ’ states it to be otherwise, it is not so, on account 
of the reference to Brahman in that passage, because that 
section in the Sruti discusses Brahman. The use of plural 
number is proper since it is with reference to various forms 
of Brahman entering into Its creation. 

The Purvapaksin argues that, though in one Sruti text the 
souls are said to be subject to departure from the body (utkrdnti ) 
etc. those are the characteristics of the minds, attributed to souls 
in a figurative sense 1 , and therefore the souls cannot be treated 
as atomic on that basis, when another Sruti clearly holds them 
as all-pervading. The sutrci avers that the text * vyaptd hyatmanah' 
appears in a section, which discusses Brahman only because 
it is further said therein that ‘He, the Atman creates all this’ 2 3 . 
The use of plural number in the text 'vyaptd hyatmanah' 
does not present any problem, since in the same passage both 
singular and plural numbers are used as J ' ‘He is Atman (the Lord) 
and He is Atmans (i.e. the Supreme Lord in many forms)”. 
In order to show that though Paramdtman is one, He appears 
in many forms along with JTvas, and therefore He is spoken 
of in singular, dual and plural numbers, Madhvacarya quotes 
an appropriate verse from Bhavisyatpurdma. It tells that ‘‘the 
one Supreme Being, Kesava is spoken of in the Vedas by 
words in singular, dual and plural number, but that does not 
signify any difference in the Lord” 4 . 

If one feels that the text “ vyaptd hyatmanah' expressed in 
plural number, is held to be referring to Brahman on the basis 

1 nHFRTR WFHH HT4: I (TP. 2-3-22). 

2 3IFTT: 3TW rj3tRT MIAdcddl- 

(TP. 2-3-22). 

3 H fsS? falff I tT I « 3TTFRT 

ft H fel: R tR: (M. BSB. 2-3-22). 

4 g'MKffkli?} d&Td: I ^ V,4Md 4^fdl4dl RTF7 WvRTT I firl 'I 

| (M. BSB. 2-3-22). 
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of a weak evidence like context {prakarana)\ the next suira 
offers further stronger evidence for that. 

II # ^ & II (2-3-23) 

We have seen earlier in sutra 'dyubhvadhydyatanam svasabddt 
(BS. 1 -3-1)’ that the pronoun sva is a synonym of Atman. Unmdnam 
means immeasurable. Therefore, the exposition of the sutra would 
be as shown below. 

‘^TTHT f^) 

?TOT d^MlidNKfadcdk^ld, ^ m gJ«JT 

^ I 2 

The text ‘vydptd liyatmanah ’ refers to Brahman, (not only 
because of context but) also on account of the term Atman and 
the characteristic of being immeasurable (found in the 
subsequent statement of that scripture). 

Madhvacarya quotes that subsequent statement which declares 
that 'this Atman is indeed beyond human capacity of measuring” 3 . 

Sahkaracarya interprets this sutra as follows. And the 
individual soul (JTva) is of atomic size also on account of direct 
(Vcdic) statement telling the atomic size of JTva. Similarly, the 
word umndna also signifies the infinitesimal size of JTva*. He 
quotes a Sruti text, which declares JTva as of atomic size and 
another text, which conveys the JTva 's infinitesimal measure. 

The word * sabda' is understood here in its secondary sense 
.is scripture. But the figurative meaning is to be taken only when 
the primary meaning does not give a coherent sense. Further, the 


l mifm.MkiJ (PMS. 3-3-14). 

' TP. 2-3-23. 

i gifqr atv-gsat nww!: i <m. bsb. 2-3-23). 
i 3i'jj*Tr*n *m: 

I (S. BSB. 2-3-22). 
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word ‘ immdna ’ is taken as infinitesimal measure. The word manarh 
means measure. The prefix ud signifies over, above, upwards, 
superior to etc. Therefore, unmdnarii means beyond measure 
or immeasurable and conveys infinite size. Therefore its 
interpretation as infinitesimal is farfetched 1 2 . Moreover, if this 
sutra is just to provide two more reasons for establishing the 
atomicity of JTva. the sutra is expected immediately after 
'utkrantigatydgatTnam' 1 . Thus, the interpretation is not found 
convincing. Ramanujacarya also interprets the sutra exactly in the 
same way as shown above. 

If the Purvapaksin contends that, if the JTva is of atomic size 
and is confined to some part of a body, then the JTva cannot get 
the sensations from all parts of the body, the next sutra answers. 

|| to to II (2-3-24) 

3TUJR 3TR W 

STTfl^lTcI 

Though JTva is atomic in size, there is no inconsistency in 
his functioning throughout the body, just as a drop of sandal- 
paste at a spot on the body causes refreshing sensation all over 
the body. 

All the commentators agree on the purport of this sutra. 
Madhvacarya quotes a verse 3 from Brahmdndapurclna , which 
echoes the exact import of this sutra. It says that “this JTva, 
though only of atomic size, stands pervading the whole body he 
abides in, just as the drops of sandal-paste (on a part of the body, 
produce refreshing sensation) extended all over the body”. If the 
Pun>apaksin feels that the illustration of drops of sandle-paste 
is not befitting to JTva , the next sutra clarifies the doubt. 

1 I (TC. III. p. 116). 

2 I (TC. III. p. 116). 

3 **3t<5Rratscq4 rasrai *wi stffci F t " 

sflH Wl^no) l (M. BSB. 2-3-24). 
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II # ^TV^WTT^ f| $> || 

(2-3-25) 

^KHW«*h «W'hlrH^+ # ^cIhimI^uii^ 

^TTTHHWl RRFT ^ 5^TT ffcl ^M^IN 

‘fR (ETC 3T1^1’ fTcT spTT fR 3^5? a^fPq^ ?fcl 

aRl^ldc^l^l^H 4 IHIdJ 


If it be said that the extension of the effect of sandal-paste 
drop all over the body is possible since the drop is present in 
a spot on the body in its intensive form and extends its influence 
to the other parts of the body in a not-so-intensive form, but 
no such definite abode is assigned to JTva in a body and 
therefore, it is not proper to hold JTva as pervading the body, 
it is not so, because the text *hrdi hyesa dtma M accepts a 
definite abode for JTva in his own form in the heart and his 
functioning throughout the body in a not-so-intensive form. 


All commentators agree on the interpretation of this sutra. 

If one still doubts how a JTva of atomic size lodged in the 
heart can function throughout the body, the Sutrakdra adduces 
another explanation with the help of a practical example, in the 
next siltra. 

II # # II (2-3-26) 

W fcnJ)u| ^ 3TN 3TTRRPJJR 

•41lcR*6WITW: R^dHIlN M£UM ^ 


Or, just as a flame, though limited to a particular spot in 
a lamp, pervades the covering area by the property of light 
Ulloka), similarly a JTva of atomic size, though confined to a 
place in the heart, pervades the body by means of the intrinsic 
property of consciousness ( cidguna ). 


I Pra.<ina Up. 3-6. 
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All ihe commentators agree on the interpretation of this 
surra. 

13 

II Ho ^ki<chl ^ ^nPcI Ho II 

(2-3-27) 

All the commentators understand the five words in the sutra, 
in the same sense. But they apply the sutra to different contexts 
and draw different conclusions. Sankaracarya splits the sutra 
into two and takes them as parts of the previous Adhikarana. 
The first part, ' vyatireko gandhavat ' is interpreted as follows. 
“Even as the smell extends beyond the substance which gives it 
off, so the quality of intelligence extends beyond the soul 
which is atomic” 1 . And therefore the principle that 'quality ( guna) 
cannot be separated from its possessor ( gunin ) as seen in the case 
of colour etc. is not universally applicable, because the smell, 
though a quality only, is seen separated from its abode 2 . 
The second part 'tatha ca darsayati ’ 1 tells that, ‘‘scripture declares 
that the atomic soul pervades the whole body on account of 
the quality of intelligence”. 

According to Ramanujacarya the sutra slates that “just as 
smell which is a quality of earth is distinct from earth, so is 
knowledge different from the knowing subject” 4 . 

The preceding sutra shows the distinction between substance 
and its attributes, with the illustration of flame and its light. 
Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya treat the present sutra as 
adducing another illustration to establish that quality ( guna ) is 
distinct from the possessor (gunin) and can extend beyond the 


1 

2 

3 

4 


SRK. p. 408. 

(S. BSB. 2-3-26). 


Hat 


SRK. p. 408. 
SRK. p. 408. 
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possessor. But the two examples are not identical. It is true that 
light and odour are both qualities and both radiate beyond the 
substance, which possesses them. But the method of radiation is 
different. In the case of light, it is an energy generated in the flame 
and radiating in the form of waves, through ether. The waves can 
pass through vacuum. The waves are not mass particles (dravya) 
thrown out of the flame. But in the case of odour, the molecular 
particles are thrown out from the smelling substances, in a gaseous 
form, and carried away by air. They cannot pass through vacuum. 
The smelling particles can be collected and stored. On account 
of this difference between the qualities, light and odour, 
Madhvacarya thinks that the Sutrakdra conveys something other 
than what is told in the preceding siitra, and therefore treats this 
stitra as a separate Adhikarana. 

He refers to a conflict between two texts. One text 1 says: “He 
(the Jlva) is eternal, without parts, endowed with merit and demerit 
and he goes to and fro between this world and the other; he gets 
liberated; he is invisible whole, not seven-fold, nor ten-fold, nor 
hundred-fold”. Thus the text predicates indivisibility of Jfva and 
denies his manifoldness. Another text tells that “he (Jlva) is 
fivefold, sevenfold, tenfold; he is hundredfold, thousand-fold, 
also; he goes (to other worlds); he gets liberated” 2 . Thus, the text 
asserts the manifoldness of Jlva. This contradiction is reconciled 
by the sutra, as follows. 

WOq 3RT: Wl: 

fW: cTSHJ ^ 9JRT: I 

Though Jlva is of atomic size, his parts can separate from 
him, just as fragrance can part from the flower, and the 
scripture shows that Jlva can be manifold. 

i u ^ n su n n gsviT a 

*t 5RTOT RdlRri I (M. BSB. 2-3-27). 

? n wn n mwt n vrera ^ ^ n^ivji n n sin 

(M. BSB. 2-3-27). 
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Madhvacarya quotes a text 1 , which shows that though JTva 
is in essence an indivisible whole unit, he can assume many forms 
at a time. It declares, "now, being one individual only by nature, 
(this JTva) splits like fragrance (separating from flower), then 
becomes one, then becomes many; as the Lord makes him, so he 
becomes; the Lord is inconceivable, supreme and exalted”. Such 
mysterious powers of self-partition, living in several bodies at the 
same time and still remaining as one conscious being etc., are 
expected of highly placed Yogins with the grace of the Lord, and 
not of ordinary beings. Madhvacarya quotes a Smrti verse 2 , which 
makes this point clear. It says that, "it is through the Lord’s 
inconceivable power that an individual soul, devoid of parts, 
makes himself into many forms and sports with them by means 
of his Yogic powers (achieved through the grace of the Lord). 
This interpretation sounds like a better option. 

14 

II to <TO^II< to II (2-3-28) 

Sankaracarya treats this siltra and the next four as part of the 
preceding Utkrdntyadhikarana. The interpretation of this sutra, 
according to him, is as follows 3 . Since JTva and intelligence arc 
taught in scripture separately as agent ( kartr) and instrument 
(karana) respectively, it is understood that this JTva pervades the 
body with his quality of consciousness only. Therefore, JTva is 
of atomic size. 

Sankaracarya assumes the foregoing ten sutras 19-28 according 
to his numbering, as presenting the Pitrvapaksa or the prima facie 

1 rp^AiPiR^id i i are i n ttot 

fWI fWT VRih qw ?Td | (M. BSB. 2-3-27). 

2 ariWRRIrm I 4luw< i || 3RT qrij i 

(M. BSB. 2-3-27). 

3 3ttrW5Wl: 'jqJJMdiillct., 33F? 5Tfk^HTOT I 

fH-HKUitlrHfd I (S. BSB. 2-3-28). 
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view that the Jtva is of atomic size, The next four sutras state 
the Siddhdnia according to him. 

STTf^ll (2-3-29) 

This is a controversial sutra. Saiikaracarya interprets it as 
follows 1 . The word tu in the sutra refutes the Purvapaksa and 
conveys that it is not proper to hold JTva as atomic in size. The 
opening pronoun tad in the sutra refers to intellect, buddhi, and 
tadgundh means the qualities of buddhi. Tadgunasdrah is he 
whose quintessence is the qualities of buddhi, i.e. the individual 
soul or JTva, and tadgunasdratvam signifies the slate of JTva or 
//“va-hood. The compound tadvyapadesah stands for the declaration 
that the soul’s size is atomic etc 2 . So the sutra avers that ‘‘the 
declaration that the soul's size is atomic, is on account of the 
soul’s having for its essence the quality of that (i.e. buddhi) as 
in the case of the Prdjha (intelligent Lord), i.e. to say just as the 
Highest Self is spoken of as possessing relative minuteness and 
so on because of the limiting adjuncts of its essence, as in 
description, ‘smaller than a grain of rice or barley’ (Chand. Up. 
3-I4-2)” 1 . 


If there be an objection that “when the soul’s mundane 
existence depends on the qualities of his buddhi, then the soul 
and the intellect being different entities, their conjunction is bound 
to end sometime; then the soul, separated from buddhi will either 
cease to exist altogether or lose its mundane existence, since a 
soul devoid of intellect is never perceived’ ’ 4 , the next sutra replies. 


1 

\ 


•I 


^ I Hd<l’-d- .... dPTT- I d^TT: m.' 

W WdTd d^WR: ; d*^ HTd: d^WRcdHj .... ^ 

*TdT£T' .... dgdj 


(S. BSB. 2-3-29). 


BNK. II. p. 229 

^ WIlRcd ddT fg^TcSRt: ftvTOT: 

frid sricddi 

dT mAd I (S. BSB. 2-3-29). 
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II * <lNW<*fdldJI (2-3-30) 

There is no such contingency, because as long as the soul has 
mundane existence and as long as the soul’s ignorance ( avidyd ) 
is not destroyed by the realization of knowledge, the conjunction 
of soul with intellect will not cease. And as long as the soul is 
connected with the buddhi , it has JTva -hood and has mundane 
existence. In fact, apart from this combination of soul and intellect 
thought of, there is no such entity as JTva or individual soul 1 . 

If one doubts how can one believe that as long as the soul 
has individual trans-migratory existence (Jfva-hood) it has 
connection with buddhi, because in the state of deep-sleep and 
dissolution a connection between soul and intellect cannot be 
accepted 2 , the next sutra answers. 

S^n^rcifq ^stef^FTT^i (2-3-31) 

Just as in the world virility etc. are in a potential form during 
childhood and appear as though they are not existent, but they 
become manifest during youth, similarly, the conjunction of soul 
with buddhi exists during deep sleep and dissolution in its potential 
form and it becomes manifest at the time of waking and creation 3 . 

(2-3-32) 

The sutra asserts as follows. The inner instrument which 
forms the distinguishing characteristic of JTvatman , is talked of 

1 <4l4<k0MlRMI$ HUTO HU I Rot 

UUiRh =4: qmTOH: § H IRjqfcjIMkR.4)U| 3#a I 

(S. BSB 2-3-30). 

2 *1+40 3TkR^tSW^J I-4H.I 4M<lrOHll4ot I 

(S. BSB. 2-3-30). 

3 WT CrIHW! fa'UOMk^ 

^RiwhiuiiPi 4t4Hi[i4 3in4<^Fd —- q^awniq ^ithuchhi whom qq 

gpraaw: 3R: !WWHMH44r. I (S. BSB. 2-3-31). 
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by various names (in different inodes) as memos, budelhi, vijnana 
and citla. Existence of such an internal instrument has to be 
accepted. Otherwise there would be either perpetual perception 
in the presence of the combination of the soul, the senses and the 
sense-objects, which are the means of perception, or, if there is 
no perception in spite of the presence of these causes of perception, 
then there would be perpetual non-perception. Such a case is not 
seen. Or one will have to accept some restriction in the way of 
either the soul or the senses. The soul is immutable. There is no 
possibility of a sudden change in the senses also, when they have 
no impediment either in the previous moment or in the subsequent 
moment. Therefore, an internal organ has to be accepted, whose 
attentiveness or its absence would result in perception or non¬ 
perception. Therefore the assertion 'tadgunasdratvat 
tadvyapadesah (BS. 2-3-29)' is proper 1 . 

The last sentence above shows that the real Siddhantasutra 
is ‘ tadgunasdratvat — (2-3-29)’ and the later three are explanatory 
and in support of the Siddhantasutra , which refutes the 
Purvapaksa. 

According to Sankaracarya, the Purvapaksa is presented in 
as many as ten sutras. It is observed more than once before that 
whenever the Sutrakdra presents a Purvapaksa , it is as a part of 
a sutra, and followed by 'cet' or 'iti cel ’. He does not indicate 
anywhere that some are Pilrvapaksasutras and some are 
Siddhantasutras. So, all Brahmosillras are to be taken as 
Siddhantasutra s only. Even the followers and admirers of 
Sankaracarya have expressed their surprise at his treatment of ten 


- 3RJSJT- 

HI Vi IH U Id HTTRR I 3R TTcR'T I»1 'ticMHIl : cl cl) 

I »T I 3TSRT ^••Mrn.t-RcH'l 

3 1 : I q =3 3TTc*R: j TF KNfa'C'- Vt: ^l4M>4c41d,l 'Tift 

I n H nFt 44 ItH 4| : :HHM=K3lRM'MA| TR)S4 ^TTm 5TR: mtravfttT I 

HfTTRl, Wt ?RJR: I 

5RI (S. BSB. 2-3-32). 
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sutras in a row as purvapaksa , thereby euphemistically expressing 
their disapproval. Thibaut expresses in his 'Veddntasutras', that 
he is struck “at the outset by the unusual length to which the mere 
defence of a Purvapaksa is carried” 1 in Sahkaracarya’s 
interpretation. V. S. Ghate says that “it is no doubt curious, as 
Thibaut observes that as many as nine siitra s should be devoted 
to the statement of a mere prima facie view to be refuted 
afterwords” 2 3 . S. Radhakrishnan observes that “it is not usual to 
state the prima facie view at such length” 2 . 

In these ten sutras supposed to be constituting Purvapaksa , 
neither the Sutrakara indicates nor the commentator remarks that 
the sutras are expressing a prima facie view. 

After presenting the Purvapaksa that the JTvatman is atomic 
in size, with an elaborate argument, can the Sutrakara be expected 
to brush it aside by just a single letter word L tu' in the 
Siddhantasiitral The word tu has different senses, It is sometimes 
used as a mere expletive also. The word is found used in many 
sutras. No doubt, it is an adversative particle meaning ‘but’ or 
‘on the contrary’. However, it cannot be accepted as a clinching 
evidence for refuting an elaborately presented Purvapaksa. 

The Siddhantasutra (2-3-29) docs not categorically refute the 
Purvapaksa. It does not state either that JTvatman is not atomic 
in size (ami) or that JTvatman is all-pervading ( vibhu ). It is “left 
to be gathered by implication from analogy in 'Prajnavat ’ which 
is open to other interpretations also” 4 The various points argued 
in the ten sutras have not been refuted in any of the remaining 
four sutras. 

The pronoun tad in siitra 29, is taken as referring to buddhi 
A pronoun normally refers to some noun in the immediately 


1 VST. p. lv. 

2 VSG. p. 88. 

3 SRK. p. 408. 

4 BNK. II. p. 232. 
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preceding sentence. Here, the word buddhi does not appear in any 
of the ten preceding sutras. Therefore, assuming tad to be referring 
to buddhi is not justifiable. In the context of these sutras, tad can 
be taken as referring to JTvdtman since he is being discussed now, 
or to Brahman since that is the topic of enquiry in Brahmasutras. 

The Siddhantasiitra (29) states, according to Sankaracarya, 
that JTvdtman is said to be atomic on account of its limiting 
adjunct buddhi just as Paramdtman is spoken of as minute because 
of the limiting adjuncts. V. S. Ghate observes that "we see no 
difference whatsoever between drstanta, the illustration, and 
ddrstantika, the thing illustrated. Brahman and Jlva being the 
same, we fail to see how one illustrates the other’’ 1 . 

The utkrdnti , gati and dgati of JTvdtman talked of by the 
Sutrakara here in these so called Purvapaksasutras, are a part and 
parcel of his doctrine because he refers to them again in the next 
Adhydyas, in sutras 3-1-1, 3-1-8, 3-1-13 and 4-3-1. Therefore, 
these characteristics of JTvdtman "cannot be treated as relevant 
only for purposes of Purvapaksa" 2 . If JTvdtman is a mere 
conjunction of Atman and buddhi , according to Sahkaracarya’s 
interpretation, and since Atman is all-pervading, for whom these 
movements, utkrdnti, gati and dgati are attributed? Are they for 
buddhi, which is just a quality and is inert (Jada )? 

Thus, the interpretations of these sutras by Sankaracarya, 
appear far-fetched and the whole argument is not found convincing. 
V. S. Ghate remarks that, "Sankara's inteipretation of siitra 29 
strikes us as very far-fetched indeed” 3 . 

All these sutras which are included by Sankaracarya in 
Utkrantyadhikarana, are taken by Ramanujacarya as a part of the 
preceding jhddliikarana only. Siitra 28, ‘ prthagupadesat ’ has 
been interpreted by Ramanujacarya as follows 4 . Knowledge is 


1 VSG. p. 89. 

2 BNK. 11. p. 230. 

1 VSG. p. 88. 

4 fafR Ring: I (Sribhasya 2-3-28). 
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declared by the scriptures as separate from the soul, the knower. 
Then he quotes some counter examples from scriptures where 
knowledge alone is said to be Atman. Thus he raises a Purvapaksa 
that when knowledge is held to be separate from the soul in some 
texts, then how the soul is said to be mere knowledge in other 
texts. The next sutra (29), ' tadgunasdratvattu tadvyapadesah 
prajhavat ’ answers the query. The word tit (but) refutes the 
objection. The sutra avers that 1 “the individual soul is said to be 
mere knowledge, because it has knowledge as its essential quality, 
just as the omniscient Brahman is referred to by the word Anancla 
(bliss) since bliss is the essential quality of Brahman". The next 
sutra (30), 'ydvaddtmabhdvitvdcca na dosastaddarsanat ’ states 
that 2 “as long as the individual soul exists, knowledge exists as 
its essential quality, so there is no fault in designating it as 
knowledge. It is seen that a cow with broken horns is still called 
a cow because that word has the capacity to signify the essential 
quality cowness in it.” 

If it be said that since knowledge is absent during deep sleep 
etc. knowledge cannot be a persistent essential quality of soul, 
the next sutra (31) answers. The sutra 'pumstvddivattvasya 
sato’bhivyaktiyogdt' states that “since this knowledge exists 
even in deep sleep etc. (potentially) there is possibility of its 
manifestation in the waking state etc. and so its being a persistent 
essential attribute (of soul) is appropriate. It is like virility, which 
exists potentially in a child but manifests in youth; so the man’s 
virility cannot be said occasional. (It is a persistent essential 
quality of man’s body). Therefore, the Jlvatman is a knower. And 
he is atomic in size’’. 3 


t 

2 

3 


WslM J JJWKr4ld I *TOT 331^: 

ttmjn) 5°! fttt MI $1 engirt ' (Tail. Up. 3- 

6) ?Rt I (Sribhasya 2-3-29). 


^ ItTOl ^t 4McHV3m[4Ulc4l(i) 

nron stMRtfWIRt I (Sribhasya 2-3-30). 

I !jfc4IK4dJ WT ^t-r4KJUIUK | JK-<J UFRTtsf) 
3RTH«4TM'q cl&Tll R 'hKJinc'hl "H^TTrl I —- 

sfalcHH: WtH.1 tt ^ 3WHM3I I (Sribhasya 2-3-31). 
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The next sutra (32) 'nilyopalabdhyanupalabdhiprasan- 
gonyataraniyamo vdnyathd ’ tells how the assumption that 
Jivdtman is all pervading and mere consciousness would lead to 
adverse contingencies. It says that 1 "Otherwise (i.e. if Jivdtman 
is not taken as the knower and as of atomic size), according to 
the doctrine that Jivdtman is all-pervading and mere consciousness, 
then it would result in perpetual and simultaneous perception and 
non-perception, or either as a rule, i.e. there would be always 
perception alone or non-perception alone”. 

Unlike Isankaracarya, Ramanujacarya does not relegate nine 
or ten sutra s to Purvapaksa , and accepts the Sutrakdra’ s contention 
that Jivdtman is of atomic size. Though the above interpretations 
appear straightforward, they are not convincing. The commentator 
has already interpreted the sutra 'jrio'ta eva' (2-3-18) as 
establishing the Jivdtman as the knower but not mere knowledge. 
Then there are eight sutras establishing the atomicity of Jlva. 
Now these five sutras as inteipreted by Ramanujacarya, would 
again revert to the topic of sutra 1 8 , and therefore appear out of 
context. For establishing the Jivdtman as the knower, it is not 
necessary to wait till he is proved to be atomic. As B. N. K. 
Sharma puts it, "despite Ramanujacarya’s contention, the seifs 
atomicity does not seem to have any vital bearing on his being 
essentially a knower” 2 . After comparing the interpretations of 
these sutras, especially of sutra 29. by five different commentators, 
V. S. Ghate comes to the conclusion that "an impartial critic, it 
would appear, will find the interpretations of Sankara and Ramanuja 
least satisfactory of all” 1 . 

Having discussed the genesis and size of Jivdtman, it is quite 
pertinent now, for the Sutrakdra to discuss the standing of Jivdtman, 

SRrarRWt 51 'i'ttfwta 5T PR5 5TI (SrTbhasya 2-3-32). 

’ BNK. II. p. 241. 

3 VSG. p 88. 
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vis-a-vis the creator Paramatman i.e. whether JTvatman is non 
different from Brahman or he is different. This is an ever-hot topic 
in Indian Philosophy and is being debated inconclusively for 
thousands of years. In view of its importance and interest to 
students of Indian philosophy, Madhvacarya thinks it fit to treat 
the two Sutra's, 28 and 29, as forming a separate Adhikarana. 

There are some texts like ‘That thou art’, 1 ‘I am Brahman ’ 2 , 
which clearly indicate the identity for JTvatman with Paramatman. 
On the other hand, there are texts like ‘The eternal of the eternal 
ones, the intelligent of the intelligent ones” and ‘Two birds bound 
one to the other as inseparable friends, perch on the same tree’ 4 
which declare that JTvatman is different from Paramatman. Thus. 
There is a contradiction and the sutra (28), * prathagupadesdt 1 
clears the same, according to Madhvacarya. 

sflcl ^ 3 del I ff: <r?|c|: 1rHHI T^HIcddl 

‘T^ST^rq: qW m #= 1 

The words jhah and svdtmand are taken by anuvrtti. The 

JTvatman is different from Paramatman on account of the 
teaching by Sruti that ‘the inconceivable Supreme Lord is 
different from the whole class of JTvas ,s . 

If this is so, then how the texts, which clearly indicate the 
non-difference between JTva and Brahman , are to be understood? 

1 I (Chand. Up, 3-8-7). 

2 31^ l (Brh.i Up. 3-4-10). 

3 wrMwi (iavel. Up. 6-13). 

4 ST W'liqi tiHM I (Mund. Up. 3-1-1). 

TO HI hmitI'H?! qq • l (M. BSB, 2-3-28), 

The Supreme Lord is absolutely separate from the whole class of souls; for He 
is inconceivable, exalted far above the souls, most high, perfect in excellences and 
He is eternally blessed, while from that Lord this soul has to seek release from 
bondage" From this Kausikasnui, embodying a reasoning, it is plain that the soul 
is separate from the Lord, not one with Him. (M. BSB. 2-3-28) 
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The next sutra (29) reconciles. 

II 11(2-3-29) 

d^HKHI-4 qWlWfJJWWIW*^ll<d dilM^I: f!FJ 
R<|*k*cRi|^|: RTfR^RT^ER W: W 
‘(HRH, ^(R’ 1 fid vjl'M^^cqn^l: cl&dj 

The statement of JTva's non-difference from Brahman is 
(not in the literal sense of identity of essence, svarupaikya but) 
only on account of Jfva’s having for his essence of being such 
attributes as intelligence and bliss etc. resembling those of 
Brahman , just as in the text ‘all this is verily Brahman \ the 
omniscient Brahman is identified with the world of inert (jada ) 
matter, because some properties of the material world such 
as its reality, causal efficiency (arthakriyakaritva) are similar 
to the like ones in Brahman 2 3 4 . 

The illustration of identity between two dissimilar entities, 
sentient Brahman and insentient material world in the sutra, 
suggests a comparison or simile as in 'puritsasdrdillah’ , in the 
compound tadgundh. It is termed as upamdgarbhasamdsa. With 
this reconciliation, the validity of identity texts is maintained even 
after accepting the difference between Jlva and Brahman. 

15 ^IWl^l 

Earlier in Jhadhikarana (BS. 2-3-18 & 19) it is established 
that JTva has genesis in the sense of parddhlnavisesapti when JTva 
gets embodied, but JTva is eternal with reference to his essence 
of being ( svariipa ). But one text^ tells that JTva ‘becomes extinct 
into Brahman’ and therefore JTva must be impermanent and subject 
to genesis also. But another text 1 avers that ‘he (JTva) is bound 

1 (.'hand. Up. 3-14. 

2 BNK II. (). 215. 216. 

3 I (TP. 2-3-30). 

4 tris:ni^T 3°^t w ^ 13 * 5:1 'fat ftp; i (M. bsb. 2-3-30). 
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by beginninglcss merit and demerit and when liberated by the 
Supreme Being, he accomplishes everlasting liberation’. With 
such conflicting texts, a doubt arises whether JTva even in his 
svarupopadhi i.e. apart from his physical bodily adjuncts, ‘what 
configures him as he is in himself 1 is subject to origination and 
dissolution or is eternal. The next siitra clarifies the doubt. 


II ^ & II 

(2-3-30) 


fW: arpTS:’ fr^TTRTTT 

5TI fcT: ? | 


Since JTva and his essential discriminative attributes 
{svarupopadhi ) exist as long as Paramdtman exists, the texts, 
which hold JTva as bound by beginningless merit and demerit 
cannot be found fault with, on account of Sruti and Smrti texts 
to that effect. 


Madhvacarya quotes a text from Agnivesyasruti , which tells 
that “The Supreme Being is eternal, the JTva is eternal; fleeting 
are the latter’s physical adjuncts. So, (they say) he originates, he 
dies and he is liberated’’ 2 3 . The commentator also quotes a verse 
from Mahabluirata \ which says that “ JTvdtmd is eternal, pleasure 
and pain are fleeting; JTva is eternal but his body is not eternal”. 
These texts confirm the contention of the siitra. 


Thus, it can be understood that the upadhis of Jiva are of two 
kinds 4 ; one is svarupopadhi , which is intrinsic to him, internal 


1 BNK. 11 . p. 221 . 

2 MrM: Hil Mrdl 'JlldlSMcdltrK-d ■ I 33c[ d -H ’U d ^ idd ^ II 

ffh l (M. BSB. 2-3-30). 

3 otfbi Fi?q: i hf*t 1 caftra: ii 51 % a w i 

(M. BSB. 2-3-30). 

4 'jHqlHII'JIa'JI Hl4d: a I dl^ilHIIdrtd RTRT g K-*4lrl: II 

(TP. 2-3-30). 
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and indistinguishable from his essence, which is beginningless 
and exists even after liberation, the other is bahyopadhi, which 
is extrinsic, physical, through which JTva acts during transmigration 
and which dissolves at the time of his attaining liberation. The 
present sutra talks about this svarupopadhi and avers that it exists 
as long as the Supreme Being exists. 

16 


In the earlier sutra 'tadgunasaratvattu — (BS. 2-3-29)’, it is 
held that JFva intrinsically has properties like intelligence and bliss, 
resembling those of Brahman. Some texts corroborate this view. 
One text 1 says that “ JTva whose essence is intelligence, stands 
firm—”. Another 3 tells that “he {JTva) is bliss, he is strength, 
he is vigour, he is taken to that world by the Supreme Being, he 
is liberated”. But, on the other hand, Paihgisruti 1 avers that “he 
becomes blissful when freed from misery, he becomes intelligent 
when rid of ignorance he becomes strong when taken off weakness, 
he stays fearless forever”. This indicates that JTva by nature, does 
not have the properties like intelligence and bliss, but becomes 
endowed with these characteristics in the liberated state. Thus, 
there is a doubt whether such characteristics as intelligence and 
bliss are intrinsic to JTva or they are adventitious attributes attained 
by him in moksa. The next sutra clears the doubt. 

II <jFc3TT^T^ & II 

(2-3-31) 


HR 3 HlWJWl qcf SIR 

‘*T cqq^T: | 


-Ssr 


StrtTT m I (Prasna Up. 4-11) 




(M. BSB. 2-3-31). 

•n h w- n arc*; rt sra 

i (M. BSB. 2-3-31). 

B3rirt I *RffcT I 

PKIdftiS^raa 1 ?fh SRfatt I (M. BSB. 2-3-31). 
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Just as virility in man and child-bearing capacity in woman 
etc., existing potentially in childhood, become manifest in youth, 
so also the intrinsic characteristics like intelligence and bliss 
existing (latent) in Jlva only become fully manifested in the 
state of liberation ( moksa ), and in this sense the Sruti expresses 
that '‘Jlva becomes blissful when freed from misery etc.’. 

In order lo confirm the contention of the Sutrakara, 
Madhvacarya quotes an appropriate text 1 , which states that, 
“strength, bliss, vigour, endurance, unclouded intelligence, all 
essential attributes of JTva become manifest through the grace of 
the Almighty Supreme Being”. 

The above sulra avers that the intelligence, bliss etc. are the 
intrinsic nature of the Jlva, but they remain latent during the state 
of bondage i.e. samsara and become fully manifested in moksa. 
But certain questions still linger in the mind. When we are 
conscious of ourselves as ‘I am’, why are we not able to 
comprehend the bliss which is said to be a characteristic feature 
of JTva 2 and for which everyone strives throughout his life? Why 
should it remain obscured or latent during life time? Moreover, 
if bliss is the essential feature of Jlva, though latent, it should 
surface one day or the other. Then why should anyone exert 
himself to attain release from samsara? 1 ' In order to answer all 
these questions, the Veddntin proposes a hypothesis. According 
to him, there are reasonable grounds lo assume a positive cover 
for innate bliss in the state of samsara , called avidya, other than 
mere absence of awareness 4 . 

Thus, Vedanta expects a positive spiritual effort on the part 
of everyone to get rid of this cover, avidya , through the grace of 

<M. BSB. 2-3-31). 

2 RPTR aigqRTt: l(TP. 2-3-31). 

3 ^TFKIKV^ R tRf^RtWT sprfRR*TRJ (TP. 2-3-31). 

4 R =4 | pRlR T 3 t lr l RRi ' c l ivlfa r\ t feil ^ | (TP. 2-3-31). 
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the Supreme Being. All JTvas are held to be on this highway 
towards moksa, at different stages knowingly or unknowingly. 
They are broadly classified into three categories, one of the exalted 
or divine ones (devas), and the other of evil ones ( asuras ) and 
the remaining in the middle. 


What happens if this hypothesis of avidya , the theory of its 
gradual removal and manifestation of innate bliss during moksa 
is not accepted? The next sulra states the undesirable consequences 
of such non-acceptance. 

II S^TRCTRT ^TS^T # II 

(2-3-32) 


3FW ^M<u|H$chK 5THT ^ 

3TR?5Tf^Tc*Fl : HcTT 

1 ^cKHqq: 


Otherwise i.e. if the hypothesis of cover for innate bliss 
etc. and its removal and manifestation of innate bliss in moksa, 
is not accepted, there will be the adverse contingency of (i) 
perpetual experience of their innate bliss for the exalted JTvas 
tit for moksa, (ii) perpetual non-experience of bliss (i.e. 
perpetual misery) for the evil JTvas and (iii) perpetual 
experience of both bliss and misery (with no prospect of 
everlasting pure bliss) for the middle category of JTvas. 


It should not be misunderstood that on account of bliss etc. 
being intrinsic to all JTvas, good or evil, when a cover of avidya 
for bliss etc. is not accepted, then everyone would experience his 
innate bliss and need not strive for moksa. The concepts of 
intelligence and bliss etc. being the essential features of JTvas and 
the existence of a cover of avidya for them, are all integral parts 
of the same hypothesis. One presupposes the other. The observed 
truth is the existence of multitudes oT JTvas experiencing different 
levels of bliss and misery. If a cover of avidya for their innate 
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characteristics is not accepted, there is nothing to prevent them 
from experiencing whatever the respective JTvas are constituted 
of 1 . Thus, whatever happiness and suffering these Jlvas are 
experiencing now, that would be in accordance with the intrinsic 
characteristics of the respective Jivas, and they would continue 
to experience the same forever without any prospect of getting 
rid of them or improving them. 

17 c hric c llM c h< u lHJ 

While discussing the various aspects of Jivas in this section, 
the Siitrakara now takes up another oft-discussed topic in 
philosophy that whether Jlva has any doer-ship or agency ( kartrtva ) 
vested in him and is responsible for his actions or whether he is 
a puppet in the hands of Paramatman. It has been established 
earlier on scriptural authority, in Itaravyapadesadhikarana 
(BS. 2-1-22 to 27), that Jlva cannot be credited with independent 
creativity ( kartrtva ) and that all creativity is attributable to Brahman 
only. But one text 2 apparently talks in a different tune, as follows. 
“The wise say that Jlva is only that what he desires. What he 
desires, he resolves. What he resolves he acts. What he acts he 
reaps the fruits thereof’. This signifies some freedom of action 
(i kartrtva) on the part of Jlva. The next sutra reconciles this 
apparent contradiction. 

II ^ cbch 3ll<Ml4 c lT <: llci s $ II (2-3-33) 

Saiikaracarya interprets as follows 1 . This Jlva is a doer, because 
it is only then that the scriptural injunctions like ‘he shall sacrifice’, 
‘he shall offer’, ‘he shall give’, will be meaningful. Otherwise, 
these injunctions would become worthless. 

I ^WUliqi^sgnaiHWPitUll^lfl I (TP. 2-3-32). 

I I (Brha. Up. 4-4-5) (M. BSB. 2-3-33). 

i 3 ftot r^rraj <s. bsb. 2-3-33). 
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However, referring to his interpretation of a previous sutra 
’tadgunasdratvat — (BS. 2-3-29)’ Sahkaracarya holds that the 
JTva’s state of being an agent is not natural but is due to his limiting 
adjunct 'buddlii Since that interpretation of BS. 2-3-29 itself 
is found far-fetched and in the absence of any such indication in 
the sutra, this assumption cannot be taken as convincing. 

According to Ramanujacarya, “the opponent holds that the 
soul is not an agent, but a mere enjoyer, and the Prakrti alone 
is the agent, for the scriptures so declare. The sutra refutes this 
and says that the soul is an agent, for only on that basis do the 
scriptural injunctions like ‘he who desires heaven should sacrifice’, 
etc. have a sense. The scriptures prompt a person who desires 
certain things to perform certain acts, as a result of which he 
would realize what he desires. An intelligent self alone can have 
desires and not inert Prakrti, and the scriptural injunctions can 
influence only a sentient being to action and not inert Prakrti. So 
the individual self is an agent’’ 2 3 . 

Madhvacarya holds that this sutra simply avers that Jiva has 
doer-ship (kartrtva). 

Jiva is a doer because the scriptures prescribing injunctions 
and prohibitions are purposeful. 

The contention is that the ‘do’s’ and ‘don’ts’ enjoined in 
scriptures are meant for sentient beings like JTvas only, and not 
for insentient things or for the Supreme Being. If Jivas have no 
doership, all these scriptural injunctions would become superfluous. 

If one argues that Jiva does not have doership intrinsically 
and all doership is attributable to Brahman alone, but Jiva thinks 1 


1 SRK. p. 412. 

2 Srfbhasya- SV. 2-3-33. 

3 4>clfefhfrl I (BG. 3-27). 
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that he is the doer because of his mis-apprehension due to egoism, 
and for such persons the scriptural injunctions would be 
meaningful, the next sutra answers. 

II II (2-3-34) 

IT: ^TT qc[ JT 

W ”?RT MdR+dWl^lldJ 

JTva is certainly a doer and not simply assumed to be so, 
because even in his released state (where all errors of 
judgement, superimpositions and misconceptions have been 
transcended once for all) 1 jTva's sportive activities are told, 
that he moves about laughing, playing, rejoicing with women, 
vehicles etc. (Chand. Up. 8-12-3). 

All commentators agree on the purport of this sutra. 
Sahkaracarya considers this sutra as another probans to confirm 
the doership of JTva, and interprets it as follows. “The texts ‘the 
immortal one goes wherever he likes’ (Brha. Up. 2-1-18); ‘He 
moves about according to his pleasure within his own body’ 
(Brha. Up. 2-1-18) are considered here to be teaching the moving 
about of the soul'’ 2 . 

However. Ramanujacarya takes this sutra and the next as one 
by adding a ca. 

The opponent could further argue that JTva may have doership 
intrinsically in the released state as there is scriptural evidence 
for that, but the mundane JTva may not possess intrinsic doership 
and may be thinking that he is the doer on account of his 
misapprehension, and scriptural injunctions could still be 
meaningful for such a person. The next sutra reconciles the 
contradiction. 


1 BNK. II. p. 245. 

2 SRK. p. 412. 
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II # vdMKWIdL II (2-3-35) 


In worldly life also, JTva is certainly a doer and not simply 
assumed to be so, because it is known that JTvas practise 
spiritual disciplines (sadhanas) for attaining liberation ( moksa) 
etc. and achieve the same. 

The contention is that one cannot get the results for himself, 
for the acts done by somebody else, by simply assuming that he 
is the doer. Otherwise, it would be as though one can pass the 
examination by assuming that he has appeared for it, when actually 
someone else has appeared. 

Saiikaracarya also holds this sutra as an additional probans 
for establishing the doership of JTva, but he interprets it differently, 
as follows. “Brha. Up. (2-1-18) says that the soul in the state of 
dream takes the organs with it. This shows that the soul is an 
agent” 1 2 . However, this interpretation is not found lucid and 
appealing. 

Ramanujacarya reads the above two sutra* 34 and 35 together 
as 

vWKMiIJ&KIm^IN | 

and interprets on the same lines as follows. “It, taking the organs, 
moves about as it pleases in its own body (Brha Up. 2-1-18). This 
text, which describes that the soul takes the organs and wanders 
about in the dream state, clearly shows that it is an agent” 3 . 

The next sutra offers a direct evidence of Sruti in support of 
the JTva's doership. 

1 TP. 2-3-35. 

2 SRK. p. 412. 

3 Srlbhasya - SV. 2-3-34. 
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II & ^ ^IPm: t> II 

(2-3-36) 

All the three commentators agree on the purport of this sutra , 
but they interpret it with reference to different texts. 

Sahkaracarya refers to a text 1 which states that ‘intelligence 
performs sacrifices, and it also performs all acts’. He avers that 
Sruti refers to JTva as the agent ( kartr) as, for example, in the 
above quoted text. If it be objected that the word vijnanam denotes 
intelligence or buddhi how can it convey the doership of JTva, it 
is replied that the term connotes JTva only and not intelligence. 
If it is not the JTva but buddhi that is referred to by the word 
vijhana here, then it would have been in the instrumental case as 
(vijhanena ) ‘by intelligence’. 

Ramanujacarya also interprets the sutra exactly on the same 
lines with the same example. 

Madhvacarya interprets the sutra with reference to another 
text as an example, as follows. 

‘aHrMWM^^I+^MIHld’ 2 m dMWHlRfirfJWl 

c^IrdlH: PTT^ ^nrTTT W[ Td$T: FTlcJJ 

JTva is an agent also because in texts like ‘he shall meditate 
only on Atman as the refuge of all’, JTva is referred to as an 
agent (subject) in the act of meditation etc.; if it were not so, 
the Paramatman may have to be taken as the agent and in that 
contingency, in place of Atmanam (in the accusative), the term 
Atma (in the nominative) would have been used. 

The contention is as follows. The predication of acts like 
meditation, presupposes an agent and that too a sentient one. An 

1 RIsffFi d?jd I d^jdSN ^ I (Tail. Up. 2-5). 

2 Brha. Up. 1-4-15. 
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insentient thing cannot be expected to meditate. There are only 
two sentient entities in the world, JTva and Paramatman. In the 
above text, Paramatman is the object of meditation and therefore 
the remaining (parisesa ) sentient entity JTva must be the agent. 
If Paramatman himself were indeed to be the agent, then the term 
Alma in the nominative would have been used. 

Thus, the Sutrakdra establishes with all the three testimonies, 
perception, inference and scriptural text, that JTva possesses 
doership ( kartrtva). A natural doubt would arise that if this is so, 
then how and why is it established earlier in sutras 2-1-22 to 27, 
that JTva cannot be credited with creativity and that all creativity 
is attributable to Brahman only? The next sutra answers. 

|| # II (2-3-37) 

Commentators differ in their understanding of this siltra. 
Sahkaracarya and Madhvacarya view the siitra more or less in 
the same way. But Ramanujacarya takes it entirely in a different 
way. 

Ramanujacarya takes the word upalabdhi in the sense of 
getting results of actions and interprets the siitra as follows. “If 
the soul were merely an enjoyer and not an agent, and Prakrti 
alone were the agent, then, as all souls, were equally connected 
with Prakrti, all actions would result in the enjoyment of all souls 
or of none. Even if the internal organs be different in different 
souls, still as all the souls are infinite and all-pervading, they will 
be equally connected with all internal organs, and so there would 
be no distribution of results of actions” 1 . Obviously this is far¬ 
fetched, unconvincing and not in tune with the flow of ideas from 
the preceding sutras. 

Sahkaracarya understands the word upalabdhi as perception 
or experience, and interprets the siitra as shown below. As the 


1 Sribhasya - SV. 2-3-36. 
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individual soul (, JTva), though free to perceive things around, 
perceives both the agreeable and disagreeable things, without any 
certainty (i.e. without any control over them), similarly the JTva 
carries out works, agreeable and disagreeable, without any certainty 
(aniyamena). In action also, the JTva is not absolutely independent 1 , 
since he depends (for the success in the work undertaken) on the 
peculiarities of place, time and other causal factors. But the agent 
does not cease to be an agent because he requires help. For 
example, a cook is the agent in cooking activities though he needs 
the help of fuel, water etc. 

Madhvacarya also takes the word upalabdhi as understanding 
{jhdna ) or perception, and interprets the siitra as follows. 

I 2 

As in the case of attainment of knowledge, there is no 
certainty of getting it as one desires, so also in the case of 
works undertaken, there is no certainty (of accomplishment). 

The argument is that one may wish to see only the beautiful, 
smell only the fragrant, and hear only the melodious, but there 
is no certainty ( nivama) of his succeeding in it. Similarly, a JTva, 
though intrinsically possessing the doership ( kartrtva ), is not 
always in a position to accomplish the task. Thus, JTva is not 
absolutely independent in successfully carrying out the works 
undertaken. The case is different with the Supreme Being. “His 
will is effort, effort is action and action accomplishment, without 
fatigue” 3 . In this sense only it is said earlier in BS. 2-1-22 to 27, 
that all creativity is attributable to Brahman only and not to JTva. 

1 a*n chichi nft wa-atsR qlaqaa =a 

^yalay =a WKHim Pi i atfo q a aiicna: 

<3Wdla i HdlaimNiiM i d j a =a HgwfwR a^; a^fca fharfa i (S. bsb. 2-3-37). 

2 VKM. 2-3-37. 

3 BNK. II. p. 247. 
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Its import is not to deny creativity or doership entirely to Jiva. 
JTva intrinsically has the power of creativity, but to a limited 
extent. 

If one doubts why such limitation in creativity of JTva. the 
next siitrci replies. 

II II (2-3-38) 

I 

JTva is not fully independent (regarding his creativity) 
because compared to Paramatman ’’s power or competency 
that of JTva is trifling 1 . 

Saiikaracarya treats this surra as another reason to establish 
that JTvdtman which is other than vijhdna i.e. buddhi, is the agent. 
Saiikaracarya takes the compound 'saktiviparyaya' as indicating 
a reversal of power between the instrument ( buddhi ) and the 
agent {JTva). The present surra is interpreted as follows. “If 
intellect or buddhi, which is an instrument, becomes the agent and 
ceases to function as an instrument, then we will have to devise 
something else as an instrument’’ 2 . Almost the same point is 
discussed by the commentator in the preceding sutra 36, which 
renders this sutra superfluous. 

Ramanujacarya also interprets the sutra more or less in the 
same way as follows. “If buddhi were to be the agent, there being 
the impossibility of another agent being the enjoyer. even the 
power of being the enjoyer would belong to it {buddhi ) alone. 
Thus, the Atman would be divested of his power as enjoyer; and 
because the nature of enjoyer would befall buddhi alone, there 
would be the absence of the means of proof regarding the existence 


1 VKM. 2-3-38. 

2 SRK. p. 413. 
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of the Atman. For, it is their ( Sdhkhya's ) tenet that ‘ Purusa exists 
by virtue of the nature of an enjoyer’ (Sa. ka. 17)”'. 

Comparatively, Madhvacarya’s interpretation is simple, 
straight- forward and befitting the flow of ideas. According to 
him, the next stitra offers another reason for the lack of absolute 
independence for the Jlva. 

II & II (2-3-39) 

Saiikaracarya and Ramanujacarya take the word samadhi in 
the popular sense of deep concentration during meditation. 
Saiikaracarya interprets the sutra as follows 2 . The samadhi , which 
is taught in Vedanta texts for the realization of Atman described 
in the Upanisads, also will not be possible if Jlvdtman is not 
credited with doership ( kartrtva ). From this also, it is proved that 
this JTvdtman is an agent. 

Ramanujacarya interprets the sutra differently. “If the internal 
organ ( buddhi ) were the agent, then samadhi would be impossible. 
For, in samadhi the meditating person realizes his difference from 
Prakrti. This experience would be impossible for the internal 
organ, inasmuch as it is a product of Prakrti. So we have to accept 
that the soul is an agent’’ 3 . 

Madhvacarya takes the word samadhi in the sense of 
samddhdna 4 or alambuddhi which conveys composure, 
satisfaction, peace of mind and absence of want. The exposition 
of the sutra is as follows. 

31851^: ^ 3TVfRRl^ ^l+IHcdld^ cR*T 


1 Sribhasya- RDK. 2-3-37. 

2 ^1^3.wlsft awfo 

a I 4.^4 Rife: I (S. BSB. 2-3-39). 

3 Sribhasya- SV 2-3-38. 

4 The abstract nouns samadhi and samddhdna are synonyms, formed from the root 

+3TT+VJT. The word samadhi is formed as per sutra sfh ft: I (Panini 

3-3-92); and the word samddhdna is formed according to ^ I (Panini 3-3-115). 

5 VKM 2-3-39. 
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Since Jiva docs not have composure, or satisfaction i.e. he 
remains dissatisfied, he lacks absolute independence. 

On account of this lack of independence, Jiva though he 
possesses intrinsic doership, cannot be certain about accomplishing 
the works undertaken by him. On the contrary Paramatman has 
no desires to be fulfilled. He lacks nothing. He yearns for nothing. 
Therefore, He is absolutely independent and is always certain 
about the works He thinks of 1 . 

The Sutrakara gives an illustration in the next sutra, to show 
to what extent the Jiva has freedom in his natural attribute of 
kartrtva and to what extent he depends on other authority and 
auxiliary things. 

II W ^ cTSTTWTT II (2-3-40) 

W cRTl 3WJT ^ 

&IW4d: W* 3^1 I 

Just as a carpenter is said to be under the control of his 
employer and also as an independent worker, similarly a 
Jivatman, though under the control of Paramatman , is said to 
be an agent (in his own capacity). 

The illustration conveys that the carpenter acts as directed by 
his employer regarding the item to be made, e.g. a chair or a table, 
the wood to be used, ordinary or superior, the colour of the polish, 
the size and the design of the item etc. Once these parameters are 
given to him, the carpenter works independently within the means 
at his disposal. The accomplishment of the task depends on the 
carpenter’s skill, application and perseverance. The credit or 
discredit for the work goes to him. Similarly, a Jivatman is free 
to carry out the jobs on hand within the means at his disposal 

I WRTVIHH, : ?frl tdld-sM =4 W-dld'd*! 

Slcfai) I (TP. 2-3-39). 



478 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 


IBS.2-340| 


decided by the circumstances or Paramatman, and he has to own 
up credit or discredit for the work. 

Sankaracarya takes this sutra as a new Adhikarana and gives 
a lengthy interpretation as follows. Thus, the agency of Jiva is 
established. The question arises again whether the agency is 
natural to him or is superimposed due to his limiting adjunct 
(buddhi ). The Sutrakdra reconciles with the example of a 
carpenter 1 . “The soul is an agent when connected with the 
instruments of actions, buddhi etc., and ceases to be so when 
dissociated from them even as a carpenter works so long as he 
wields his instruments and rests when he lays them aside. The 
Self is active in waking and dream states and is blissful when it 
ceases to be an agent in deep sleep. The Self’s true nature is 
inactive but it becomes active when it is connected with its 
upddhis or adjuncts’’ 2 . Then Sankaracarya refutes the previous 
seven ultras, BS. 2-3-33 to 39, one by one, and arrives at the 
conclusion that the agency of Jlvdtman is not natural but 
superimposed on him (due to misconception avidya) on account 
of his proximity to his limiting adjuncts, buddhi etc. 3 . 

It appears that Sankaracarya does not agree with the doctrine 
propagated by the Sutrakdra through these Brahmasutras. The 
Sutrakdra has strenuously established in the preceding seven 
sutras, with all the three testimonies, pratyaksa , anumdna and 
sabda , that Jlvdtman is intrinsically an agent. He says, inter alia. 


2 

3 


4^jdt 5llfl<f4 d#: *414444; 41 *4Id,, adlfafdmrt 41 # #c4ct I 

31T4l4: '441 4 d5lt4441' ffal — 441 § d54 314! 41*4lf#0IS*d: 4fdt 
ddfd Id 44 *4*$ 41Ht Ryd>4lt-4ll<4i<u|: *4*4 fofdt PMIMU.: ^ ddfd I 
44H, 3 )i[ ndllcK-l4Hr41 4idf 5=141 44fd I H : 

*4lc*tl«l 4? 451 W R) 54 f4*jT54iI44d ,j nt41d: 3*fidf ddfd 

BV*IKM*4I4IH.I---WittMSJ 4,dl4di5ld 52=4'- I dW fe f#!t*5 d5*mf#HW4^$4 
M(rlPl4dlPl 41*41#! ifidf 44fct I *441*1^1 g 3|4>dT 4=11 4=ld, 3!4Hlc4l 

n#T4R^%4 4d 34# 4><U|[ft # d4Id *41*4dl § 344df 4? # I (S. BSB 
2-3-40). 


f*4ddj (S. BSB. 2-3-40). 
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in sutra 36, as interpreted by Sankaracarya himself that buddhi 
is only an instrument and doership cannot be attributed to it. Now 
Sankaracarya is refuting all those arguments and that too putting 
it in the mouth of Sutrakdra himself as 'tadetadaha acaryah (!)’. 
Sankaracarya has done it earlier more than once. For example, 
in Anandamayddhikarana (BS. 1-1-12 to 19), the Sutrakdra 
establishes that Brahman is happiness personified ( anandamayah) 
and Sankaracarya refutes it. In the just concluded 
utkrantyadhikarana , the Sutrakdra establishes in ten surras (BS. 
2-3-19 to 28), that JTvatman is of the size of atom (anu). 
Sankaracarya treats all of them as Purvapaksa and rejects them 
just on the strength of a word ‘ tu' in BS. 2-3-29. In the present 
sutra, even that 'tu' is not there. But, Sankaracarya takes the 
available ca only in the sense of tu '. Thus, the commentator 
appears interested in refuting the tenets of the Sutrakdra and in 
advocating his own. But, the present study aims at knowing the 
Sutrakdra' s concepts about Brahman. 

The words yathd and ca in the sutra clearly indicate that this 
sutra offers just an illustration in support of what is established 
in the preceding sutra and there is no justification for treating this 
sutra as a separate Adhikarana. Sankaracarya starts this topic, 
kart rtvadhikarana, with a preconceived notion and declares, before 
writing a single word about the sutra (BS. 2-3-33), that the 
JTvatman s state of being an agent is not natural but is due to his 
limiting adjunct buddhi based on his interpretation of an earlier 
sutra 'tadgunasdratvdt — (BS. 2-3-29)’ 2 . The interpretation of 
that sutra itself is shown to be far from convincing. And now he 
is trying to refute the intrinsic agency of JTva, with the help of 
this illustration of a caipenter. According to the commentator, 
when a carpenter works with his tools, “in the case of particular 
acts like chopping he is an agent only through the particular tools 

| art I (S. BSB. 2-3-40). 

2 yffavjrf: I (S. BSB. 2-3-33). 
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but is quite inactive so far as his own body is concerned 
(svasarirena tit akartd evil). This is not so. The carpenter is active 
through his body too. The body acts as much as the tools. The 
tools cannot act without the body acting” 1 . In such skilled works, 
the value added is more due to the skills of the person and he 
cannot be held inactive. While interpreting sutra 2-3-37, 
Sankaracarya himself offers the example of a cook and says that 
the cook does not cease to be a cook because he needs fuel, water 
and so on 2 . In what way these two examples are different? In 
production works the agent or the instruments cannot be treated 
as imaginary or superimposed simply because they need one 
another’s help 3 . The simple example of a carpenter is just to 
illustrate that in a work situation, a person can be free to do his 
work to a certain extent and depends on other authority or auxiliaries 
to a certain extent. Perhaps being aware of the fact that his view 
of this illustration is inappropriate, the commentator adds that ‘the 
illustration of the carpenter is to be understood only so far’ 4 . But 
no open-minded person would accept this view. As V. S. Ghate 
puls it that "‘this illustration cannot support the point, which 
Sankara has tried to make out, in-spite of all the explanations, 
which he has given” 5 . 

Ramanujacarya does not agree with the above view and he 
arrives at his own conclusions, as follows. An objection is raised 
that if it were admitted that the Atman is the agent, his activitity 
for all time would not cease. To this, the Sutrakara says- The 
Atman , although endowed with the sense organs, speech etc., acts 
when he wishes, but does not act when he wishes not; just as a 
carpenter even when the tools, axe etc., are near, acts or does not 


1 BNK. II. p. 257. 

2 a ^ i (S. bsb. 2-3-37), 

3 RH 'twjW' J u<v 'txfr'lll^rt I (TC. III. p. 125). 

4 HtfSEFiBa I (S. BSB. 2-3-40). 

5 VSG. p. 92. 
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act according to his will. But, if the non-sentient bucidhi were to 
be the agent, there is bound to be activity for all time, on account 
of the absence of any regulating cause such as desire for enjoyment 
etc.'. 

Madhvacarya’s interpretation is more natural and befitting. 

In this illustration of a carpenter, we know that he is subject 
to his employer regarding the facilities at work-place and payment 
of remuneration etc., but his skills and his identity as a carpenter 
are his own, acquired through training and experience. A doubt 
arises whether the JTvdtman’s capability of action ( kartrtva ) is 
also his own, as in the case of the carpenter or not. The next sutra 
answers. 

II & to II (2-3-41) 

flcT I^IhlWlcqSpT* I 

JTva’s capability to act is subject to Paramatman only, on 
account of scriptural text like ‘kartrtvam karanatvam ca ’ to 
that efTect. 

Sahkaracarya and Ramanujacarya treat this sutra and the next 
as a separate Adhikarana. Ramanujacarya interprets this sutra as 
shown below 3 . The agency of the soul is dependent on the Supreme 
Being only, because the Sruli declares so. Then he quotes some 
relevant texts. Sahkaracarya interprets this sutra as follows. “The 
soul in the state of samsara when it appears as agent and enjoyer 
is brought about through the permission of the Lord who is the 


1 Sribhasya- RDK. 2-3-39. 

2 “'tKjr'i 4RVTc4 ^ fetHtuStciHI VjfcU | Hpfl R tlPcl II" ?RI 

TBRjlcI: I (M. BSB. 2-3-41). "The capability to act. instrumentality, nature, 
intelligence, steadfastness, all these exist by the grace of the Supreme Being and 
they cease to exist when His grace is withdrawn”. Thus, indeed slates Pairigisruli. 

3 MiHIcBH ^ ^dlH4frl I JB: ? I (SrTbhasya 2-3-40). 
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Highest Self, the Supervisor of all actions, the witness residing 
in all beings, the cause of intelligence” 1 , etc. on account of 
scriptural texts to that effect. But this interpretation appears 
improper because (as advocated by the commentator in the previous 
Adhikaranci), if the agency of Jivatman is superimposed on him 
on account of his proximity to his limiting adjuncts, buddhi etc., 
due to misconception ( cividyci ) as in the case of silver seen in place 
of a shell, where is the room for Paramdtman to come in the 
picture? 2 

If the agency of Jivatman is dependent on the Supreme Being, 
it means that after so much of discussion we have come back to 
square one, from where we started, that if Jivatman is a puppet 
in the hands of the Supreme Being, then the scriptural injunctions 
and prohibitions will be meaningless. The next sutra clarifies the 
point. 



(2-3-42) 

qq Wi i 

The Supreme Being impels the JTva to action in accordance 
with that individual’s merits and demerits due to beginningless 
previous actions, efforts and aptitude only, so that the scriptural 
injunctions and prohibitions are not rendered futile and He, 
the Lord Himself, is clear.off the charge of partiality and 
cruelty. 

All the commentators agree on the purport of this sutra and 
interpret it more or less in the same way. Sankaracarya’s 
interpretation is as follows. ”The Lord directs the soul taking into 


I SRK. p. 415. 
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account previous good and bad deeds—” 1 . The remark made 
against Sahkaracarya’s interpretation of the preceding surra applies 
here too. In his scheme of things where the soul by nature is 
inactive but the agency is superimposed on him, this sutra and 
the preceding one, both appear redundant. 

According to Ramanujacarya, “The Lord makes the soul act 
by granting it permission, taking into consideration the efforts put 
forth by it. Though the Lord’s permission is essential, yet the 
responsibility for the initial volition is the soul’s; hence injunctions 
and prohibitions etc. have a scope” 2 . 

18 

In this Adhikarana, the Sutrakdra, considers the controversial 
topic of JTvaa' relation with the Supreme Being i.e. whether Jiva 
is an amsa of Brahman or not and decides as follows. 

II# 3RTT II 

(2-3-43) 

Sankaracarya explains the sCitra thus- 1 . Since it is held in the 
previous Adhikarana that the relation between Jiva and the Lord 
is that between the beneficiary ( upakdrya ) and the benefactor 
(upakdraka), a question arises whether the relation is one of the 
master and servant or fire and its sparks. The surra avers that it 
is proper to take JTva as a part of the Lord as the spark is a part 
of fire. As Brahman is part-less, a soul can only be thought of 
as a part, as it were (amsah iva amsah). Then, why not consider 


1 SRK. p. 416. 

2 Sribhasya- SV. 2-3-41. 

3 cTcf^J ^14 fa f 3eff^4 • STfeTtR-^d^ 

-sfa twtTl «Ni fnisr:; a ft 

I 4>t41lc!Jr|: H ^ H *iafh ? I 

.3R=qai aifa ^M«ll *iaTcl aiHHI^HI sricTTR^: I tntf itllR'WI 

awn aiiHHRd. —- 

jfWRf awams i 3 tat i <s. bsb. 2-3-43). 
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the Lord Himself as becoming a /fra? The surra answers that it 
is because the scriptural texts declare a difference between JTva 
and Brahman. There are also texts, which declare non-difference 
between JTva and Brahman. For instance, one Vedic School asserts 
that even the fishermen and the gamblers are Brahman. Thus, 
with the examples of low creatures, it is told that all /fras who 
have entered the body-mind-complexes, are Brahman only. 
Therefore, as there are statements of difference and non-difference, 
the soul is said to be a part of the Lord. 

The Sutrakara makes a positive assertion without mincing 
words that ‘ JTva is an amsa of Brahman and offers two sets of 
reasons thereof. The commentator poses the problem whether the 
relation between Brahman and JTva is one of difference like that 
between master and servant or of identity as that between fire and 
its sparks. The siitra is taken to be in favour of the latter, saying 
that JTva is an amsa of Brahman. The commentator hastens to add 
that Brahman being partless, JTva cannot be taken as part of 
Brahman in the primary sense of the word, but JTva can only be 
imagined as a part, as it were ( amsah iva amsah). It is true that 
JTva cannot be an organic part or limb of Brahman since Brahman 
is held to be partless, and JTva’a amsatva is only conceptual. But 
without explaining in what sense JTva is described as an amsa of 
Brahman , if it is simply told that it is imaginary, the explanation 
makes the confused reader further confounded. 

The BhamatT holds that the purpose of this Adhikarana is to 
prove the relationship of identity between JTva and Brahman. 
Therefore, it concludes that 1 , “when JTva gets rid of his limiting 
adjunct ( upadhi ) of mis-apprehension ( avidyd ), JTva realizes his 
status of being Brahman and this is established; with reference 
to that doctrine, JTva is described as ‘as good as an amsa’ of 
Brahman , but the purport is not to convey that JTva is an amsa 

I V.'IH, viiM cteHRO ffcl Rh* Mil'll Wfpm I 3 g aftl: 

Sfo dlcWtf: I (BhamatT 2-3-43) (BNK. II. p. 281). 
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of Brahman”. This practically repudiates the Sutrakara' s position 1 . 
Moreover, JTva's amsatva of Brahman cannot prove the identity 
between Jiva and Brahman because “ amsatva is not a synonym 
of non-difference, nor does it have an invariable concomitance 
with non-difference, as a single fibre which is an amsa of the cloth 
is still different from the cloth” 2 . 

V. S. Ghate observes that “Sankara’s theory cannot at all fit 
in with this (concept of Jiva as an amsa of Brahman )” 3 . 

The problem considered by the siitra is not about reconciliation 
of conflicting texts, one set declaring difference and another 
advocating identity between Jiva and Brahman. That has already 
been discussed in the sutra ‘ tadgunasaratvat — (BS. 2-3-29)’. If 
the same problem were to be taken up here, then the sutra 4 amso 
nandvyapadesat anyathd ca' would have sufficed. The remaining 
words would be superfluous. But the Sutrakara takes up here the 
conflict between two sets of texts, one describing JTva as an amsa 
of Brahman, and the other telling that there is no such relation. 
The word amsa literally means a share, part, portion or fraction; 
but it cannot be taken in that primary sense, since Brahman is 
held to be partless. But the sutra avers that Jiva is an amsa of 
Brahman and the sutra is packed up with two sets of evidences 
to show in what sense the Sruti texts describe Jiva as an amsa 
of Brahman. Therefore, the sutra has to be blown up and amplified 
and its import is to be understood. 

Ramanujacarya also proceeds on the same lines, but holds 
Jivas as parts of Brahman in reality. He also gives, a special 
meaning to the word amsa. He considers the question whether 
the soul is quite different from Brahman , or it is Brahman under 


1 BNK. II. p. 281. 

2 n ft: WMift qzi^^Midj 

(TC. III. p. 135). 

3 VSG. p. 94. 
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ignorance, or it is Brahman determinated by a limiting adjunct 
(upadhi ), or it is a part of Brahman. Different schools hold 
different views. As against all these views, the siara says that the 
soul is a part of Brahman since there is declaration of difference 
and also of unity in the scriptures. By part, however, is meant that 
which constitutes one aspect ( desa ) of a substance. Hence a 
distinguishing quality of a substance is not the substance itself 
but a part of that substance. For example, the luster of a gem is 
not the gem but it is a part of it. In this sense, the individual soul, 
which is the body of Brahman (in Ramanujacarya’s doctrine), as 
declared by the scriptural texts, is a part of it 1 . In the above 
argument, ‘being a portion means existing in a part of one object’, 
and ‘the attribute of a qualified entity is but a portion of it’ 2 . 
However, the qualifier and the qualified are interchangeable, e.g. 
(i) the white cloth or (ii) the whiteness of the cloth. Therefore, 
there may arise a contingency when Brahman may become an 
adjective of JTva and Brahman may have to be looked upon as 
an ariisa of JTva?. Further, in Ramanujacarya’s philosophy, both 
the sentient ( cit ) and insentient ( acit ) things in the world constitute 
the body of Brahman. Then the insentient entities (jadatattvas) 
also may become ariisas of Brahman 4 . But the Sutrakara has 
treated only JTva as an aihsa of Brahman. Hence, it is difficult 
to accept such an interpretation. 

Madhvacarya considers two conflicting scriptural texts as 
follows. One text says that “Indeed these souls are ariisas only 

3rf 4&I3I '■'! ?Tcl I-5tlh , Stfh'fWd flcl I s ? 

•srtot ^mraifrraj.3tct icgfentj 

(Sribhasya- SV- 2-3-42). 

2 isWMHJ failWRI I 

(Sribhasya-RDK. 2-3-45). 

3 ^455: tR: qzmi AilMUlRliNMW-M ■+I*H|Rc^H yftef Jtfcl 

^TC. III. p. 138). 

4 sl^ii(MM«fil<l (TC. III. p. 138). 
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and the amsT is the Lord indeed. The immutable Hari Himself 
causes all this, to be done by His athsa s” 1 . From this 
Gaupavanasruti, it is observed that the JTva is an athsa of the 
Lord. Another text 2 3 tells that, “the soul is not at all an arhsa of 
the Lord; he has no relation with Him nor is he helpful to Him. 
Yet, the Supreme Lord bestows on the JTva, the fruits according 
to his merits. The Lord is not ruled by any one, while He is the 
ruler of all”. Thus, there appears a doubt whether the JTva is an 
athsa of the Lord or not. 


The sutra answers saying that JTva is an amsa of the Lord. 
Since Paramatman is partless and JTva cannot be an organic or 
physical part of Him, the Sutrakara provides two sets of reasons 
in support of his predication, thereby indicating the two 
complementary senses in which the concept of JTva' s arhsatva is 
to be understood. The amplified exposition of the sutra is as follows. 


RFT 3TCT: fcL (i) ffcl 

3W&, 3RRT q -‘HIHM-W frTSR’ ffcT RRf 

Sift ^ 

(ii) q$-qq: m 

focM’ 4 5 ifcT 3RRT q - ‘3R1: Rf 3RJ: 3fa:’ s ffa 


1 "tm ^ tn ^7 aftfr % i wl ^ ir 

I (M. BSB. 2-3-43). 

2 ‘ Mil<=l: I OTTsft H 1 I «-f 

*r q^Tfq h Pwm: ir i 

3 tJ TT t’ May the omnipresent Lord ever protect me; 

1 am the son of the Supreme Being. (M. BSB. 2-3-43). 

4 ‘Pep ^T5TT: PIP fccfPL et^H ^RIT: I* The fishermen arc Brahman , the gamblers 
are Brahman , these pilots arc Brahman indeed. (M. BSB. SSR. 2-3-43). 

5 -3^: tRtsiqt Tfcit I HBt H-FVlft I’ 3PTOT 4>INWU|$lr[: I 

The Kasavanasnifi presents the other view. “Different is the Lord and different 
is the soul; for He is none of this and this is none of Him’*. (The Lord has nothing 
to expect of the soul but He has to do everything for the soul; and the soul has 
nothing to do for the Lord but has everything for him to be done by the Lord). 
(M. BSB. SSR. 2-3-43). 
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Oft'. MiHlr^H: «fcf hhWrlcfl^l^Mkl: I 

Jjva is an ariisa of Brahman (i) because his relation to 
Brahman is found described in scriptures in various terms as 
son, brother, friend and so on, which conveys that JTva is only 
a beneficiary; and JTva is also described as not standing in any 
relationship to Brahman , which indicates that JTva is never a 
benefactor of Brahman ; on the strength of both these 
observations, JTva in his role as one subsistent on Brahman, 
is considered as an ariisa of Brahman; and also (ii) because 
the followers of one school study Brahman as being identical 
with fishermen, gamblers (and the entire fraternity of jTvas), 
and the followers of another school study Brahman as different 
from JTvas, therefore since both identity and difference between 
the Lord and the JTvas cannot be otherwise justified 
simultaneously in their primary senses, accepting the 
difference, the identity is understood figuratively in the sense 
that JTva is an amsa of Brahman, as JTva though being inferior 
to Brahman, has a few attributes resembling those of Brahman. 

In order to show that this alone could be at the back of 
Badarayana’s mind while composing this siitra, Madhvacarya 
quotes a verse 1 from Varahapurana, compiled and edited by 
Badarayana himself, which runs exactly like the interpretation of 
this sutra. It says that ”as Hari is spoken of as son, brother, friend, 
master and in so many other ways by the Vedas , the JTva is for 
this reason considered as His ariisa ; and for the reason that the Lord 
is sung as separate as well as not separate from the JTva, the latter 
is said to be the ariisa of the Lord. Both separateness and non 
separateness cannot hold true 2 in their primary senses 
simultaneously”. 

1 s^iciuRciHH wif%^M i nrcft ^^hRIsstc^ trc g11 ^ 

^ himci 1 arastfttc^«t 11 arml 1 

(M. BSB. 2-3-43). 

2 BNK. II p 274. 
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Madhvacarya’s interpretation of this siltra is brilliant and it 
appears that it is he who has read the Siitrakdra'a mind correctly. 

The next siltra offers another reason based on Sruti for 
considering JTva as an amsa of Brahnum. 

II 3=0 *7^c|irrf< || (2-3-44) 

ifa: 3RT: | 

JTva is an amsa of Paramdtman also on account of Sruti, 
which holds that ‘all the beings are but a quarter of Him’ (RV. 
10-90-3). 

All commentators agree on the purport of this siltra. 

The next siltra gives another reason based on Smrti, for 
considering JTva as an amsa of Brahman. 

II Sift II (2-3-45) 

flHHH: ” ffrf f: q^l 3&T ffcl 

3TN | 

JTva is an amsa of Paramdtman, also because of Smrti, in 
which the Lord declares that “the eternal sentient entity in 
a living body, called JTva, is my amsa only” (BG. 15-7). 

All commentators agree on the interpretation of this siltra. 
Sahkaracarya reads an additional ca in the siltra. 

In the same BhagavadgTta, in which the Lord declares that 
Jivas are His amsas, the Lord also promises that “whenever there 
is a decline of righteousness and a rise of unrighteousness, 
I manifest Myself This concept of Lord’s incarnation is popular 
in Vedic religion. These incarnations (avataras) are also known 

i ^ ^ | vapfrq vn^ i tyHimdHji 

(BG. 4-7). 
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as the Lord’s aihsas in the Epics and Punman. Naturally a doubt 
would arise that when ./Tvaa are also aimas. of the Lord, whether 
these incarnations are similar to JTvas or they differ from JTvas. 
The Sutrakdra discusses this point in the remaining sutras of this 
Adhikarana, according to Madhvacarya. Other commentators view 
the sutras differently as it suits their doctrines. 

II # tR: #11 (2-3-46) 

CR: ’-KHIc'RT ^ ^ ft?IT5I: 

Just as the presiding deity of the destructive fire at the 
end of the world who is the manifestation of the presiding 
deity of the element Agni , is not the same as that of a fire¬ 
fly, the Supreme Being in his incarnations as Matsya (fish) 
etc., is not the same as Jlva who is a bhinndmsa (i.e. who is 
different from the Supreme Being, but is considered as His 
amsa because he subsists on Him and has a few attributes 
resembling those of the Lord). 

The contention is that the Lord’s incarnations are the 
Svarupariisus of the Lord and JTva is a Bhinndmsa. In order to 
explain the difference between the two, Madhvacarya quotes a 
passage 1 2 from Vardhapurdna, which runs thus. ‘ ‘Aihsas are of 
two orders, the Svarupdthsa and the Bhinndmsa. Whatever is the 
nature, power and condition of supremacy etc. of the Amsin 
(original), the same holds true, of the Svarupamsas. There is not 
even an iota of difference between the Svarupdthsa and its Amsin. 


1 In Indian Epics and Purdnas, among many incarnations of the Supreme Being, the 
ten avatdras of Visnu, namely 1) Matsya (fish), 2) Kurina (tortoise), 3) Varaha 
(boar), 4) Narusimha (lion-headed man), 5) Vamana (dwarf man). 6) Parasurama 
(Brahmin warrior with an axe), 7) Rama, X) Krsna, 9) Buddha and 10) Kalki arc 
popular. 

2 ffn tqftr w i ^ n 

^ Hi4liRwT 4#^ I 

Wlic4ifek{l«9HI4a't! II ffa I (M. BSB. 2-3-47). 
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But the Bhinnarhta is of limited power and has resemblance with 
the Anisin to a very slight degree”. 

Madhvacarya’s interpretation of the word ‘ prakasa ’ in the 
sutra as kdlagni i.e. the destructive fire at the end of the world, 
appears rather far-fetched. When it is possible to take prakasa as 
sun-light and its presiding deity as Sun, which fit well in the 
illustration, it is not understood why the commentator prefers to 
choose kdlagni in place of sun-light. 

Sankaracarya interprets the sutra as follows. As when the 
water-filled jars shake, though the Sun’s reflections in them shake, 
the Sun does not shake, similarly, though the Jiva , which is Lord’s 
arhia, suffers pain as a result of his misconception ( avidyd ) and 
the limiting adjuncts like buddhi, the Lord is not affected like the 
JTva'. 


Ramanujacarya reads an additional ‘ tu ’ in the sutra, 
‘prakasddivattu naivam parah' and interprets it as follows. 
“Though a distinguishing quality of a substance is a part of it, 
yet we observe differences between the two. Though light is a 
part of the object of which it is a quality, yet the object is different 
in nature from its quality, the light. So also, though the soul is 
a part of Brahman as Its body, still the essential nature and 
characteristics of the two are not one. Hence the Lord is not 
affected by the pleasure and pain experienced by the soul” I 2 . 

The next sutra states that Smrtis support the views expressed 
in the present sutra. The commentators quote different texts in 
support of their respective interpretations of this sutra. 

II WPel ^ $ II (2-3-47) 


I (S. BSB. 2-3-46). 

2 Sribhasya- SV. 2-3-45. 
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ftsfalccj ^rr-qi^f^Tlklrcf ^ <4i(cT«hd^: FTCFH ^ I 
^^rdtcRFT 51^1 

The authors of Smrtis also declare that Jim is Bhinnamsa 
of the Supreme Being and His incarnations, Matsya etc., are 
His Svarupamsas. The plural number in the sutra is to indicate 
the existence of numerous such Smrti texts. 



Madhvacarya refers to a passage form Bhdgavatapurdna whose 
import corroborates the contention of this sutra. ‘The sages, 
Manus,, deities, mighty Prajdpatis etc. are all bits ( ariis'as) of Hari 
only. These bits of the Supreme Being’s essential aspects 
(Svamsakalah or Svarupdthsah i.e. incarnations) are the same as 
Bhagavan Krsna Himself, (Krsna being understood here as the 
Supreme Being), which appear in every age to protect and bless 
the world affected bv the enemies of Indra” 1 . 

Sahkaracarya quotes a passage from Mahdbhdrata which 
supports his view of the last sutra and tells that ‘It ( Brahman ) is 
not stained by the fruits of actions any more than a lotus by water’ 2 . 

Ramanujacarya refers to a verse 3 from Visnupurana (1-22-37) 
in support of his interpretation of the last sutra. It says that 
“whatever is created involving the aggregate of creatures, when the 
creation comes into existence, all that verily is the body of Hari’. 

The next sutra shows the contrast between the incarnations 
and JTvas, according to Madhvacarya. 

ii # & || 

(2-3-48) 

qjD ^ 4^Pd gi) gn ii 

(Bhag. 1-3-27,28) (BNK. II. p 275). 

2 SRK. p. 418. 

3 3 foit i 1 gTfHg: II 

(Sribhsaya- RDK. 2-3-461. 
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^q^JR W ^ *rf: I 

ar^fVfinf^lT: W1 

: VRTcT SWITCH: W 

cTOTI Hqf mftTT: 

W^qi-^n: =q q^dtqi: I 

Theirva’s mundane activities and attainment of liberation 
are under the control of the Supreme Being, on account of his 
association with his body (earned as a result of his karma). 
By implication (we get that) the activities of the Supreme 
Being in His incarnations as Matsya etc., are not under the 
control of any one else. The term jyotiradivat illustrates the 
point. The activities of the inferior presiding deity of the eye, 
are under the control of the presiding deity of the solar orb, 
the Sun, on account of the inferior deity's association with the 
body, while the presiding deity of the sun-light is not subject 
to any such control by the Sun, on account of the deity being 
a svarupamsa of i.c. on par with the Sun. The word adi in 
jyotiradivat indicates that similar illustrations of Varunadeva 
etc. and their Bhinndmsas and Svariipdmsas are to be taken. 

Madhvacarya quotes an appropriate passage from 
Vardhapurdna , which gives the exact import of the sutra. It runs 
thus. “Though the JTvas are the ariisas of the Lord, they are 
subject to the worldly bondage etc. on acount of their fitness for 
bodily existence, and they need the Lord’s grace; but it is not so 
with Hari, the Lord, in His incarnations as Matsya etc. because 
He is not subject to bodily limitations; the two states are altogether 
different as in the case of sunlight (. svarupamsa of Surya) and the 
eyes (Bhinndmsa of Surya) and the ocean of pure water 
(svarupamsa of Varuna) and phlegm ( bhinndmsa of Varuna). The 
ariisas i.e Jlvas need the favour of the whole, the amsl, and they 
can stop the transmigration by the Lord’s grace alone’’ 1 . 


ffn ^ 1 (M bsb. 2-3-48). 
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Sarikaracarya interprets the siitra as follows 1 . Though Brahman 
is the same everywhere, scriptural injunctions ( anujha ) and 
prohibitions {parihara ) arise in the case of JTvas only on account 
of their attachment to their physical bodies; just as (for example), 
fire, though alike everywhere, from the funeral pyre is avoided 
and not that from other places; and just as sunlight, from the same 
Sun, falling on impure ground is avoided not that falling on pure 
ground. 

Ramanujacarya understands the siitra a little differently. “An 
objection is raised that, as all souls are equal, being parts of 
Brahman, why then are some permitted ( anujha ) to study the 
Vedas, while others are excluded ( parihara ) from it. The siitra 
says that this is because of the soul’s connection with a pure or 
impure body. Though the fire is one, yet the fire from a household 
is acceptable while that from the funeral pyre is rejected’’ 2 . 

On account of the collateral evidence of Smrti given by 
Madhvacarya, his interpretation appears more authentic than the 
other two. 

The next siitra provides another evidence to show that there 
can be no comparison between the Lord’s incarnations and the 
Jivas according to Madhvacarya. 

II & # II (2-3-49) 

And on account of the Jiva’s limited range of power and 
by implication the Lord’s limitless powers in His incarnations 

1 . q*JT 

tRfead Jlrtt: I (S. BSB. 2-3-48). 

2 Sribhasya- SV- 2-3-47. 
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like Matsya etc., there can be nothing contrary to the statement 
that the Lord in His incarnations is not on a par with Jivas. 

In support of the sentiment in the surra, Madhvacarya quotes 
a text 1 , which states “that the Supreme Being has innumerable 
forms like Krsna, Rama, Kapila etc. that all of them are perfect, 
unlimited, incomparable and that the Jivas, who are inferior beings, 
are imperfect, and bound and some of them get released’’ 2 . 

Sahkaracarya interprets the siitra as follows 3 : The individual 
soul, Jiva , who is the agent of actions and the enjoyer of the fruits 
of actions, is not associated with all the bodies. For Jiva is 
circumscribed by his limiting adjuncts ( upadhis ). The upadhis 
being not all-pervasive, Jiva is also not all-pervasive. Therefore, 
there is no possibility of confusion of sharing the actions and their 
fruits. It means, for example, that Devadatta is associated with 
a particular physical body and organs; he is responsible for his 
own actions; he is not liable to share the enjoyments and sufferings 
due to actions of Yajiiadatta. 

However, Brahman confined to the upadhis (on account of 
avidya ) and suffering as Jiva and pure Brahman to which 
status a Jiva attains after liberation, cannot both refer to the same 
entity. Otherwise Brahman to which status a Jiva reaches 
after release, being all-pervasive cannot avoid sharing the sufferings 
of all 4 . Here, the commentator establishes that Jiva is not 
all-pervasive but is limited by the body he occupies. Earlier in 

1 d*fl ^ ? 3T v,dt-4 TOW qlPi iFm 5TcT I 

mfrir ^gfiaiHiiridTTg i awra^i: ag q^prf; ng qv-qriisg 

=g I” I (M. BSB. 2-3-49). 

2 BNK. II. p. 278. 

3 *t fii =g 3Rc*R: firlri: rig: I '34l|yd'*l IS 7T|g ScyrhHj 

gwwdww -aidridM: i g?ra ^gfdg-ri gi g dfawTd i (S. bsb. 

2-3-49). 

^tHdcd Uk.gNR^KIdJ (TC. III. p. 137). 
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utkrdntyadhikarana (BS. 2-3-20 to 28), the Sutrakdra establishes 
that the Jlva is atomic in size and that the range of his functioning 
extends to the whole body he occupies. But in the next sutra (BS. 
2-3-29) the commentator refutes the whole contention and argues 
that “ JTva is all-pervasive” 1 and that “the declaration that the 
soul’s size is atomic, is on account of the soul's having for its 
essence the quality of that buddhi ”. He further contends that “as 
long as the soul is connected with the buddhi, it has JTvatva and 
has mundane existence. In fact, apart from this combination of 
soul and intellect thought of, there is no such entity as JTva or 
individual soul” 2 3 . If this is so, then which JTva is all-pervasive 
and which JTva is circumscribed by the limiting adjuncts? Thus, 
the interpretation is not convincing but confusing. 

Ramanujacarya interprets on the same lines, but at the same 
time critisizes the advaita doctrine, as follows. “The souls, being 
atomic, are different in different bodies and are limited to those 
bodies. So there is no confusion of the results of actions done by 
them i.e. the results of the actions done by one do not affect 
another soul. This would not have been possible if the souls were 
Brahman in ignorance or limited by upddhis. For, the same 
Brahman being in connection with ignorance or the limiting 
adjuncts, there would have resulted the confusion of the results 
of actions” ’. 

In Advaita philosophy, JTva is Brahman with avidya, 
circumscribed by the limiting adjuncts. Brahman being one, JTvas 
are in essence, the same everywhere. Therefore confusion can 
arise regarding the possibility of a JTva sharing the fruits of action 
of others. But in Ramanujacarya’s philosophy, though all JTvas 
form the body of Brahman, they are distinct among themselves. 
So there is no possibility of such a doubt about sharing of the 

1 I (S. BSB. 2-3-29). 

2 S. BSB. 2-3-30. 

3 Sribhusya-SV. 2-3-48. 
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fruits of actions of others. Therefore, the above interpretation of 
the sutra renders the sutra itself superfluous so far as 
Ramanujacarya’s doctrine is concerned 1 . 

The next sutra provides another reason to show why the 
Lord’s incarnations are not on a par with Jlvas, according to 
Madhvacarya. 


II 3$ 3TPTTCT ^ =*? 3=o II (2-3-50) 

Saiikaracarya interprets the sutra as follows 2 . The Jiva should 
be understood as a mere reflection of the Supreme Being like the 
reflection of the sun in the water. The Jiva is neither the Supreme 
Being Himself nor is he a different thing (other than the Supreme 
Being). Therefore, when one reflected image shakes, another 
image does not shake (on that account). So also, when one Jiva 
is associated with some actions and their fruits, another Jiva has 
no connection with them. Therefore, there is no confusion like 
sharing of fruits of actions. Therefore, it can be said that, when 
the reflection appears due to avidya (mis-apprehension), this 
mundane existence of Jiva associated with that reflection, also 
appears to be on account of that avidya. And when that avidya 
is thrown away, the fact that Jiva, in reality, is of the nature of 
Brahman is realized, which corroborates with the scriptural 
teaching. 

Ramanujacarya understands the word abhasa in the sutra as 
hetvabhasa i.e. fallacy and interprets the sutra as criticizing the 
Advaita doctrine, in the following way’. Indeed, even in the 


BNK. n. p. 291. 

9? ^ 9^ sfa: iKfillrHHI yfrlMTW: I H Q Hlft 

3PRSRFPIJ araaj WI 99*IH 94 

'hH'hrtWpyPi SrNFtRFt I 9,4H<=qPH< 9^ ■W'titf <4l: I 3TP49FlFt ^ 

(KIWI HHRWJ ^ 

Hg y M44M W4I^5 IM4-R11<4: 499-y-H 33H 3nf-3tMTO 9? 

I 3TRW 9^ I 

y<t»lfi4*4VtW y<+>l4lfrliNIR SWT5WT5T 9? I (Snbhasya-RDK. 2-3-49). 
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doctrine, which talks of Jlva as infatuated Brahman, the diversities 
in the experiences of JTvas, have been accounted for as due to 
the limiting adjuncts caused by avidya. So, the Sutrakdra says 
that the argument is fallacious. In the case of an entity, Brahman, 
which is pure consciousness by nature, the argument that the 
diversities in the experiences are due to the differences in the 
limiting adjuncts of that entity, when its nature is covered by 
avidya, is but a fallacy. In the case of one having consciousness 
alone as its nature, disappearance of that consciousness is but the 
destruction of the consciousness. This interpretation needs the 
importation of the word hetuh in the sutra and also the 
understanding of the word dbhasa as hetvdbhdsa. Hence it appears 
far-fetched. 

Like Sankaracarya, Madhvacarya also understands the word 
abhasa in the sense of a reflected image, pratibimba. The exposition 
of the sutra is as follows. 

anvtpFr q«* ^lyfdNH * c^t , sraaj 'Sft q* 

Jlva is Lord’s reflected image only. His incarnations like 
Matsya etc. are not so. So also, there can be nothing contrary 
to the statement that the Lord in His incarnations is not on 
a par with JIvas. 

In support of this interpretation, Madhvacarya quotes a Smrti 
text, which runs thus. “There are two forms of amsas of the 
omnipresent Supreme Being, namely pratibimbdrixsa, a reflection, 
and svaritpdmsa, an amsa non-different from His essence. JTvas 
are the Lord’s pratibimbamsas, and the svarupamsas are His 
manifestations. In reflections, there is little similitude, but the 
manifestations are essentially the Lord Himself’ 1 . Madhvacarya 

1 WTmRfii UP? I ^ =4 II 

StfafoKTriRfiT sfat: Mittal: I qftw^g?qtTTrq 3 II 

^ I (M. BSB. 2-3-50). 
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considers this sutra, not in isolation, but in the context of the 
preceding sutras , which establish various aspects of JTva. They 
state that the JTva in essence is eternal; he is created when he 
acquires a body, he is atomic in size, he is different from Brahman , 
he has doership within his limits under the direction of the Lord 
and he is an amsa of the Lord. Thus, the Sutrakara does not hold 
JTva as held by Sankaracarya as a non-existent entity 1 or as 
infatuated Brahman confined to the limiting adjuncts on account 
of the omniscient Brahman's undesirable contact with nescience 
(avidya) or as a lifeless reflection of Brahman like that of sun in 
a bucket of water. But he holds JTva as pratibimba (reflection) 
of the Supreme Being in the sense of “a living self who shines 
forth by the light of Brahman" 2 . 

In a discussion earlier on the sutra 'yavadatmabhavitat — 
(BS.2-3-30), it is seen that JTva has two kinds of upddhis , one 
svarupopcidhi i.e. what configures him as he is in himself, which 
is beginningless and exists even after liberation, and the other 
bahyopadhi consisting of physical bodily adjuncts. It is the 
svariipopadhi by which he remains constituted as a pratibimba 
of Brahman forever. This pratibimba should not be thought of 
as a lifeless image of a face in a mirror. In the case of a mirror 
image it vanishes when the face moves away or the mirror is 
moved away. But in the case of JTva , his svarupopcidhi exists as 
long as Paramdtman exists, and since Paramdtman is ever 
omnipresent there is no possibility of JTva with his svarupopadhi 
moving away from Him. Therefore, JTva as a pratibimba of 
Brahman is eternal 3 . 


1 

2 
3 


(S. BSB. 2-3-30). 

BNK. II. 280. 

PlcM 9? I fell 531511399%: I 


(TP. 2-3-50). 
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Further, in the case of mirror image, the lace ( bimba ) is 
outside the mirror (medium) and away from the image ( pratibimba ), 
and it is the face that sees its image. However, in the case of Jiva 
( pratibimba ), Paramdtman (bimba) is in and out of Jtva, and it 
is the JTva (jjratibimba) who has to see and realize his original 
bimba i.e. Paramdtman through his svarupopadhi the medium. 

JTva possesses attributes iike intelligence, bliss etc. though 
limited, and they resemble those of Brahman'. Jiva has capacity 
to be, to act and to be able to enjoy his own blissful nature 1 2 . BNK 
Sharma observes that Madhvacarya’s “interpretation is one that 
will make every JTva feel truly proud of being an dbhdsa of 
Brahman and wish to continue to be so, for ever’’ 3 . 

19 

II & M (2-3-51) 

Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya consider this siitra and the 
next two as part of the preceding Adhikarana. Since the siitra 
contains only a probans and it could be an additional probans for 
a proposition in a previous siitra. So it is pertinent to include the 
siitra in the last Adhikarana. However, though Madhvacarya 
treats this siitra as providing another probans for the assertion in 
the preceding siitra, he holds these three siitras as forming a 
separate Adhikarana, possibly because they discuss about adrsta, 
a topic other than amsatva. 

Sankaracarya’s interpretation is as follows. “ Adrsta is the 
unseen principle of the nature of religious merit or demerit. 
According to the Sdhkhya system it inheres not in the self but in 
pradhana. As the latter is the same for all souls, it cannot determine 
the enjoyment of pleasure and pain for each individual self. 


1 BS. 2-3-29. 

2 BNK. II. p. 280. 

3 BNK. II. p. 279. 
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According to the Vaisesika, the unseen principle is created by the 
conjunction of the soul with the mind and there is no reason why 
any particular adrsta should belong to any particular soul. So 
confusion of results is inescapable” 1 . 

According to this interpretation, the sutra establishes that the 
confusion of actions and experiencing of pleasure and pain due 
to the results of those actions, in Sdnkhya and Vaisesika systems, 
cannot be avoided. There is nothing in the sutra to indicate that 
the Siitrakdra wants to establish this proposition. When it is 
possible to connect this sutra to the preceding one and establish 
the known proposition that "JTva is only a reflection of Brahman 
{dhhdsa eva ca)', though there are diversities among Jivas, because 
the diversities can be on account of diversities in the unseen 
merits of ./fvas ( adrstaniyamdt ), importing ( adhyahara ) a fresh 
proposition ( sadhya ) that the confusion of actions and results in 
Sdnkhya system etc. cannot be avoided, is far-fetched and 
unconvincing 2 . The inclusion of this sutra in the previous 
Adhikarana is held pertinent on the expectation that this siitra 
would strengthen the proposition therein. If a fresh proposition 
is being imported, that pertinence is lost. 

Ramanujacarya also interprets the siitra on similar lines, but 
takes it as directed against those who hold that the individual soul 
is Brahman screened by real limiting adjuncts. According to him 3 , 
even in the doctrine advocating JTva as Brahman screened by real 
limiting adjuncts, if it is contended that there would be no confusion 
of the spheres of experience because of the differences in upadhis 
due to the beginningless unseen merits {adrsta), it is not so 
because adrstas cannot regulate the spheres of experience. “As 
the unseen principles {adrstas) have Brahman for their substratum, 


1 

2 
3 


SRK. p. 421. 

sin Hah q<r =a flkaufyrH si^rewi 

?lcl (TC. II. p. 141). 

tsfq aqTf^gHa HHHiiigw iR ^tawi 


ScMIitK'Wlf! 3IitIlPwHI<l (Sribhasya- RDK. 2-3-50). 
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there can be no rule that a particular adrsta operates in a particular 
soul; so the confusion of the spheres of experience is inevitable” 

Here also, the proposition proved by the sutra is imported. 
Therefore, the interpretation is held as far-fetched. The remaining 
two sutras of this Pada are also interpreted by the two 
commentators in the context of these arbitrarily imported 
propositions, and therefore it serves no purpose in referring to 
them. 

Madhvacarya does not leave the track of ideas from the 
preceding sutras. The exposition of the sutra according to him 
is as follows. 

3TWRT q? ^, JlMHi 

Though there is diversity among JTvas and no diversity 
whatsoever in Brahman the himba , still JTva is reflection of 
Brahman, because the diversity among JTvas is on account of 
the variations in their respective beginningless unseen merits. 

The word adrsta (unseen merit) has been understood by some 
commentators as 'the unseen principle of the nature of religious 
merit or demerit i.e. punya or papa' 1 2 3 . It is shown earlier in 
‘ vaisamyanairghrnyddhikaranam (BS. 2-1-35 to 37)’ that the 
diversities in the world cannot be explained away on the theory 
of karma, punya and papa etc. According to Madhvacarya, ‘‘by 
regressive reasoning the acceptance of adrsta or unseen merit as 
the cause of existing variations in equipment, endowment and 
opportunities leads to the conclusion that ultimately such adrsta 
has to be equated with anadisvarupayogyata or the svarupopadhi 
of Jivas" 2 . Therefore, the word adrstdniyama in the sutra conveys 


1 SrTbhaxya- SV. 2-3-50. 

2 SRK. p. 421. 

3 BNK. II. p. 294. 
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the diversities in svarupopddhis or the beginningless intrinsic 
capabilities and aptitudes of Jtvas'. The basic diversities in the 
capabilities of JTvas only result in the present variations in 
knowledge, merits and demerits and culture etc. in the Jtvas 1 2 3 . 


The next sutra traces the cause of diversities in behavioural 
tendencies of Jtvas. 

II 3#f|.-W|lk^N & II (2-3-52) 

And the diversities in behavioural traits like desire, 
aversion, delusion and so on, are also on account of the 
diversities in adrsta i.e. aptitudes of JTvas. 

This explains why even the twins, bom of the same parents 
at the same time and brought up under the same environment, 
behave differently. 


The next sutra traces the territorial influence on the diversities 
in Jtvas. 


II & M^itllRfd # II (2-3-53) 




If it be said that the diversities in JTvas are due to territorial 
variations like heaven etc., it is not so because the variation 
of the place itself is due to diversities in adrsta. 


☆ ☆ 


1 (BVD. 2-3-53). 

2 I (TDK. 2-3-51), 

3 VKM. 2-3-53. 



Chapter XI 
Adhyaya IL, Pada 4 

After resolving the apparent conflicts in Vedic texts regarding 
the origination and nature of matter and souls in the world, in the 
third Pada , the SiUrakdra now proceeds to remove the apparent 
conflicts of texts in respect of the origination of bodily equipments 
of JTvas, the physical and mental, i.e. the organs of knowledge 
and action. 

1 Ml u IIN c b< u l*iJ 

II 3*> cT«JT KM: II (2-4-1) 

The word ‘prana’ in the sutra stands for the sense organ. All 
the three commentators have taken the word in that sense only. 
The question taken up here is whether the sense organs are created 
or eternal. 

Sankaracarya treats this siitra and the next three as one 
Adhikarana. He raises the doubt about the genesis of the pranas 
as follows 1 . Some texts like ‘It ( Brahman ) created fire’, and ‘from 
that Atman indeed this Akaia sprang’ etc. talk of creation, but in 
those sections dealing with creation, there is no mention of the 
genesis of pranas. In one place it is told that pranas are not 
created at all. “This was, indeed, non-existence at the beginning. 
They say: what was non-existence at the beginning? These rsis. 
Who are those rsis! The pranas are the rsis’ ’ 2 . Here, the existence 
of pranas before creation has been stated. But elsew'here, the 

1 (Chand. Up. 6-2-3)’ sfct. ‘d*-d|<il M,dWT<rrUd 3TPST3T: 

(Tail. Up. 2-1-1). ffd =4 '"irMfrld I 

(S. BSB. 2-4-1). 

2 44W=dl^rMRl>4 ^IHiyWd ‘3W5T 4T4 

itshs^ldldj d^J|: % STO ^ I’ (Satcipatha Brahnuina 

6 -1-1) 3?^ StMRT (S. BSB. 2-4-1). 



|BS.2-4-lto4] 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 


505 


genesis of pranas also is declared, as for example in the text ‘from 
that (Atman) spring the vital force, the mind and all the organs’. 
Thus, there is a contradiction in scriptural texts and there is no 
ground seen for deciding the question one way or the other. 
Therefore, there is uncertainty. The Purvapaksin contends that 
since one text states the existence of pranas before creation, the 
other text declaring the genesis of sense organs has to be taken 
in a secondary sense 1 . The sutra resolves the conflict by holding 
that ‘the pranas also are created like Akdsa etc. (established at 
the beginning of the preceding Pada)'. Sahkaracarya argues that 
non mention of a thing in one scriptural text, cannot refute the 
same thing expressly mentioned in other texts. Therefore, it is 
quite proper to accept pranas also as created like Akdsa etc. since 
creation is identically told in the scriptural texts for both Akdsa 
etc. and pranas 2 . 

Ramanujacarya interprets the sutra in a slightly different 
way 3 . The Purvapaksin relates the word tathd in the sutra to the 
eternity of JTvas discussed at the end of the previous Pada and 
contends that, like the JTvas, the organs also are not created on 
account of Sruti text to that effect. The same text from Satapatha 
Brahmana (6-1-1) quoted above is referred to in support. He 
further argues that the plural number of the word prana confirms 
that the sense organs only are meant here. Ramanujacarya holds 
that this sutra is to be connected with the earlier topics in the last 
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Pada, dealing with the genesis of Akdsa etc. Why? Because 
before creation everything was one, as averred by Sruti texts, 
Chand. Up. 6-2-1 etc. Moreover, there are texts which declare the 
creation of the organs, and in support of that he quotes the same 
text, Mund. Up. 2-1-3, cited above. On the other hand, there are 
no texts denying the origination of the organs. In the Satapatha 
Brahmana text quoted above also, the word 'pranas' refers to 
Brahman only. All these reasons show that the organs are originated 
like the elements Akdsa etc. 


Ramanujacarya reads the second and third surras together as 
one surra, and holds this Adhikarana as consisting of only three 
sutras, instead of four. 

In both the above interpretations, the Purvapaksa is based on 
very weak grounds. Since the word pranas in Satapathabrdhmana 
text refers to Brahman only, that text is of little help in arguing 
the eternality of sense organs. Further, as Sankaracarya himself 
points out, mere non-mention of a thing in one text, cannot refute 
the same thing expressly mentioned in other texts. Therefore, as 
there is no real conflict, the Piayapaksa does not arise’. 

Madhvacarya reads an additional sutra after the second one, 
and treats these three sutras as forming this Adhikarana. He 
considers the following conflict of testimony. One text 2 clearly 
states that, “the pranas alone were in the beginning; from them 
the elements came forth; out of the elements the cosmic egg 
(brahmanda) and within that egg the worlds were created. 
Therefore, the pranas are without a beginning; pranas are eternal ’ ’. 
He quotes a Smrti text 1 in support of this contention that the sense 
organs are unoriginated. It argues that “as there is no material 


1 

2 

3 


<tc. hi. p. 146). 

‘HWT WMU WQTHvqt I q^S U4HU4^kdfrrdH 3^1= I ^ 

^dldl^: OTI 1^ I’ UNIHR^rMRl: SKTfcFt I (M. BSB. 2-4-1). 


(M. BSB. 2-4-1). 



[BS.2-1-1 to4] 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 


507 


cause required for the sense organs they are said to be unoriginated; 
for, all creation is made out of the material cause as observed in 
the case of all that are effected”. On the other hand, the Mund. 
Up. 2-1-3, already quoted above claims that the sense organs are 
created. The siltra resolves the conflict as follows. 

TOT TOT 5TETT: TOT STMT: 

The term ‘likewise’ ( tatha ) in the sutra suggests the 
extension of the arguments from the Viyadadhikarana (2-3-1 
to 7). Just as Akasa etc. are originated, likewise the sense- 
organs are originated from the Supreme Being only, because 
there is no clear scriptural statement declaring that sense 
organs are not created. 

Madhvacarya takes the word pranas as the sense organs as 
well as their presiding deities. The origination established here 
is in the sense of parddhlnavisesdpti, i.e. to say that the sense 
organs (existing in a germinal form) develop ( upacaya ) through 
association with the elements, appropriate to the capabilities of 
those elements 1 . 


An immediate objection is expected on the above interpretation 
of the sutra that when the Kdsdyanasruti , quoted above, clearly 
states that the pranas are without a beginning and ‘pranas are 
eternal', how can it be said that there is no clear scriptural 
statement declaring that sense organs are not created? The next 
siitra answers. 


II # II (2-4-2) 

^HlRc^lcT: 3MlR*i£pf^m<l $3:? *JTOT- 

dlRc4l4*MI<l TOT d&MRtgpHl$4Kf IdJ 2 
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The scriptural text, which speaks of the sense organs as 
unoriginated and eternal, is to be taken in a secondary sense 
i.e. it means the sense organs are unoriginated in their germinal 
forms, why? because their eternality in the primary sense of 
the text is impossible, and also because in case the sense 
organs are held to be eternal in the primary sense of the text, 
it would be impossible to justify numerous texts, which declare 
the genesis of sense organs. 

Sankaracarya also takes this siitra as supporting the conclusion 
established in the preceding sutra that pranas also are created like 
Akasa etc. He refers to' the contention of the Piirvapaksin 
(mentioned in the interpretation of the preceding siitra) i.e. since 
one text states the existence of pranas before creation, the other 
text declaring the genesis of sense organs has to be taken in a 
secondary sense. The present siitra refutes this contention. It 
asserts that it is impossible to hold the text, which declares the 
genesis of sense organs, in a secondary sense, because in that case 
there will be the undesirable contingency of the failure of the 
general assertion that ‘By the knowledge of one, everything else 
is known’. 


There is another siitra (BS. 2-3-3) in the preceding Pcida 
which has exactly the same wording 'Gaunyasambhavat' . The 
commentator treats the word ‘gaunt there as a part of the assertion 
and the term ‘asambhavdt’ as the probans 2 . That looks natural. 
But here he takes the whole siitra as one compound-word and 
treats it as the probans. He understands the compound word as 
'guanya asambhavah gaunyasambhavah ’ and interprets the siitra 
as telling that the text declaring the genesis of sense organs cannot 
be taken in a secondary sense. If the Sutrakdra wanted to tell this, 


i 


2 
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then the sutra was expected to be something like 
' gaunyatvdsambhavdt'. Therefore, the interpretation does not 
appear natural. 

Ramanujacarya combines this sutra and the next, and interprets 
it as follows. 

The Sruti passage (‘prana vdva rsayah' from 
Satapathabrahmana ) containing the plural number is to be taken 
in a metaphorical sense, because it is impossible to understand 
it in the plural sense on account of that very Paramdtman being 
mentioned in the Sruti itself, as staying alone prior to creation 1 2 . 


After the second sutra, Madhvacarya reads an additional 
sutra and treats it as another probans for refuting the etemality 
of sense organs. 


II 



(2-4-3) 


^IRIH^eMr^bK (Tait. Up. 2-6)’ ffrT 


If the genesis of sense organs is accepted, then the scriptural 
declaration that ‘He (Paramdtman) created all this’ stands 
uncontradicted; and on account of this reason also the sense 
organs are originated. 

2 HrilNWIHj 

II # # || (2-4-4) 


This sutra has been understood differently by different 
commentators. Ramanujacarya reads this sutra along with the 


1 I (Sribhasya - 
RDK.2-4-2). 

2 TP. 2-4-3. 
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previous one and his interpretation is already seen. Sankaracarya 
interprets it as follows. 

“From Him are born vital breaths, mind and all the organs, 
ether, air, water, fire and earth (Mund. Up. 2-1-3). The word 
‘bom’ occurs at the very beginning; if it is interpreted in the 
primary sense with respect to ether etc., it should be so interpreted 
with regard to vital breath, mind and organs mentioned earlier’’ 1 . 

In the above interpretation, the pronoun tad in the sutra refers 
to Akdsa (ether) and others, which do not appear in the preceding 
sutras. Therefore, Madhvacarya takes the pronoun tad as referring 
to prdnah (sense organs) appearing in the first sutra (BS. 2-4-1) 
and understands the compound tatprak, i.e. what precedes the 
sense organs viz. the mind (manas) 2 . Since the mind, though it 
is also a sense organ, stands on a different pedestal as compared 
to other sense organs, Madhvacarya thinks it fit to discuss it in 
a separate Adhikarana. He quotes a text 3 , which holds the mind 
as permanent. It says that “the sense organs are indeed of two 
types, the permanent and the non-permanent; of them the permanent 
is the mind, for the soul cannot be without the mind; the other 
organs are non-permanent’’. On the contrary, the text from 
Mundakopanisad (2-1-3) quoted above avers that the mind is 
originated along with the vital breaths, other organs, ether etc. So 
a doubt arises whether the mind is eternal or originated. The sutra 
reconciles. 

fcfi? ‘McH-MMWd SPTT *R: 
clWT 5[Tup-Tf: IPPT dcMvMH WTT3J 

wt u3Pj^pi =4 i ^ vjiM’ 

ulcrerfotnu BcBrnr-qra, qirrt^ sir i 

(S. BSB. 2-4-3). 

2 B^fa I HrS#)c^TBa BB 3TB I (TDK. 2-4-4). 
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The mind is originated from the eternal Supreme Being, 
because in the text ‘from Him are born—’ (Mund. Up. 2-1- 
3) also, the mind is declared to have been originated prior to 
the other senses. 

The word ca in the sutra indicates the existence of other texts 
telling the same thing; for example, one text 1 says that “the mind 
was originated first, then followed the genesis of the other senses; 
the description of mind as uncreated (in Gaupavanasruti) is with 
reference to the small development ( upacaya) it is liable to”. 

The text quoted above also explains why the mind is declared 
as permanent ( nitya ) when it is originated along with other sense 
organs. The concept of genesis of mind mentioned in scriptures 
refers only to its development in the assemblage of elements 
(i bhutopacaya ). Therefore, the declaration of mind as permanent 
is to be understood in the sense that the mind which exists in a 
germinal form, develops when it comes in contact with an 
assemblage of elements, within no time before the development 
of other senses 2 . 

3 c||4|Rl<MWHJ 

II # dc'^Wdl&m: & II (2-4-5) 

Commentators differ on the interpretation of this sutra. 
Sankaracarya treats this as a part of the preceding Pranadhikarana 
and as supporting the conclusion that the sense-organs (pranas) 
are originated. He argues : Though the section which tells that, 
Tt created fire’ (Chand. Up. 6-2-3) does not mention the genesis 
of the sense-organs; it tells about the origination of three elements, 
viz. fire, water and food (earth). It is further told in the same 

1 tR: I d^cM[^4H<4}l4^44<'J|lR'fh 4iy!4lTM-4H 

(M. BSB. 2-4-4). 

2 «R: I SFTSjfrf: 5ft | 
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section that front these three elements, fire, water and earth, which 
originated from Brahman , arise respectively speech, the chief 
breath and mind. Other sense organs are similar to that speech. 
Therefore, all the sense organs are proved to be the products of 
Brahman only. 

According to the commentator, the sutra states that “the 
speech, (the chief breath and mind) are produced from those 
earlier mentioned elements (which in turn are originated from 
Brahman ), therefore these sense-organs are proved to have been 
originated from Brahman"' . Thus, in this interpretation, the 
pronoun tat in the sutra is taken as referring to the elements fire, 
water and earth, which do not appear in the preceding sutras. 
Further, the speech, the chief breath and mind are to be understood 
from the word vak in the sutra , by implication ( upalaksana). 
Hence, the interpretation appears far-fetched. 

Ramanujacarya also holds that this sutra supports the 
conclusion that sense organs are originated, and includes it in the 
preceding Adhikarana. He interprets the sutra as follows. The 
word vak in the sutra stands for the names of all entities other 
than Paramdtman, which are within the province of speech 2 . The 
text, Brha. Up. 1-4-7, stales that “then (before creation) this indeed 
was unmodified; that became modified in name and form’. So 
before the creation of Akasa etc. there was nothing, which could 
have a name and form, and consequently speech and other organs 
had no function to perform. Therefore, it is to be understood that 
the sense-organs (prdnah) did not exist before creation, and for 
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this reason also the word prana in the Satapatha Brahmana text 
(6-1-1) quoted earlier does not refer to the sense organs but 
denotes Paramdtman. 

The interpretation appears round about. The pronoun tat in 
the sutra is taken as referring to the creation of Akasa and others, 
which do not appear in the preceding sutras. The interpretation 
of the word vak as referring to the names of things other than 
Brahman, looks far-fetched. Hence, the above interpretation is not 
found convincing. 

Madhvacarya treats this sutra as a separate Adhikarana dealing 
with the question of genesis of the sense organ, vak i.e. speech. 
He considers a conflict whether vak is originated or eternal. One 
text 1 declares that ‘speech is indeed eternal; it is not originated; 
for the Vedas abide in this speech only’. Another text 2 says that 
‘therefore the mind is the earlier form, speech is the later form' 
(A. A. 3-1-1). The sutra resolves the conflict. 

^ ^ ^R^TT: cTC^TT: 
V1R: cFRT<T, RRi+KUI+cdlci, ^ ^cMfrWdt I 

Since speech has its genesis from the mind, speech is 
originated 3 . 

In the sruti, ‘Manah purvariipam vag uttariipam ’, the words 
pilrva and uttara stand for cause and effect respectively. In the 
other sruti text 4 'vagvava nityd’, the speech is considered as 
eternal in a figurative sense; for the words only can express 
Vedas, and when Vedas are considered as eternal, speech has to 
be taken as eternal. 

1 ‘qpqn PtcHI H t? SjIrW'lirlHtf ’ sld Hyfrh'ti I 

(M.BSB. 2-4-5). 

2 dHjTHVW fo dl^cMlrl: I (M.BSB. 2-4-5) 
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The Sutrakara considers here in this sutra and the next, 
the conflicting statements in scriptures regarding the number of 
sense-organs. 

II & m JldRKlRldc^N # II (2-4-6) 

Sankaracarya quotes a number of scriptural texts, each 
declaring a different number of sense-organs, viz. seven, eight, 
nine, ten, eleven, twelve, thirteen. Thus, there is a doubt regarding 
the number of sense-organs. According to the commentator, the 
sutra decides it as follows 1 . The sense-organs are seven only. 
Whence? It is 'understood' (gateh i.e. avagateh) from scriptures 
like Mund. Up. 2-1-8 that they are that many. This is also defined 
by another text ('Taittiriyasamhita 5-1-7-1) which says ‘seven 
indeed are the sense-organs in the head’. 

This sutra is taken as raising the Purvapaksa, which is to be 
refuted by the next sutra. 

f^cTS^ (2-4-6) 

“But, the hands etc. (are also mentioned as sense-organs in 
scriptural texts). This being so, it is not like this (i.e. they are not 
merely seven in number). ‘But’ refutes the view of the previous 
sutra. The number is said to be eleven consisting of the five 
organs of knowledge, the five organs of action and the inner organ 
(antahkarana). Manas or mind, buddhi or understanding, alwmkara 
or self-sense and citta or consciousness are all modifications of 
the internal organ. Etal sanwh mana eva. All this is mind only, 
They are not separate organs and do not raise the number beyond 
eleven” 2 . 

1 nfaRivnifisum: wn trenTa; 

$lct3. fiiinniairi 'Wt "I JTMT:’ I (S.BSB. 2-4-5). 

2 SRK. p. 424. 425. 



IBS.2-4-6,71 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASOTRAS 


515 


Ii has been pointed out time and again earlier that in these 
Brahmasutras , wherever a Purvapaksci is expressly mentioned, 
it is found stated as a part of a siitra and with a rider like cet or 
iticet. There are no Purvapaksci sutras as such, and all surras are 
to be treated as Siddhanla surras. Moreover, in the interpretation 
of the first siitra, the word gateh is taken in the sense of avagateh 
i.e. understood from scriptures like Mundakopanisat. The other 
text quoted next is also a passage from a scripture and therefore 
can be included in the expression “understood from scriptures’ i.e. 
avagateh. So, this interpretation renders the words 'visesitatvat 
ca' in the sutra superfluous 1 2 . In the second sutra also, the meaning 
as shown above can be had from a sutra something like 3 'hastadyah 
api atah na evarii’, and therefore the word sthite in the sutra 
becomes redundant. It is true that the sense-organs can be counted 
as twelve or eleven depending on whether mind (manas) and 
intellect ( buddhi ) are counted separately or together as one internal 
organ ( antahkarana ). But, as the two sutras above stand interpreted, 
the Piirvapaksin contends in the first sutra that the sense-organs 
are seven only; the second sutra refutes the contention, arguing 
that there are five more, viz. hands etc., to be counted. Then the 
total should come to twelve and not eleven. Thus, the above 
interpretation of the two sutras is not found convincing. 

Ramanujacarya also interprets the sutras on similar lines and 
treats the first sutra as Purvapaksci. He takes the word ‘gati’ in 
the sutra in the sense of movement of JTva to and from a body 
at the time of birth and death. The Piirvapaksin holds in the first 
siitra that the sense-organs are seven, because the JTva is said to 
be moving in the worlds at the time of birth and death (during 
transmigration) with only seven sense-organs 1 . Again, they are 

1 tfldMUlrMlRMI nlcRIesjfo ^ W 

^aianaaxji "Warn i rrc. m. p. iso) 

2 5 #fa qp'sfo Jfcnt; s^araaa farctsa: sfa arc;, 

(TC. III. p. 150) 
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distinctly enumerated in a text. The second sutra refutes the same. 
It says; the sense organs are not merely seven in number; but they 
are eleven 1 . When the JTva abides in the body, the hands etc. are 
equally its instruments of experience and also there is a difference 
in their functions. Therefore, it is not that hands etc. are not sense- 
organs. In an attempt to see that the word sthite in the second sutra 
is not rendered superfluous, the commentator imports two more 
words, sarTre and jive in the interpretation 2 . However, these 
interpretations are in no way materially different from those of 
Sankaracarya and hence are found equally unconvincing. 

Madhvacarya considers the conflict between two sruti texts 
as follows. 3 One text says, ‘from Him (the Supreme Being) seven 
sense-organs originate’ (Mund. Up. 2-1-8). Another text from 
Kaundinya Sruti declares, ‘twelve indeed are these sense-organs, 
twelve are the months, twelve are the suns, twelve are the signs 
of the zodiac, twelve are the soma- vessels”. Thus there is a 
doubt whether the sense-organs are seven or twelve. The sutra 
reconciles : 

*lch fTHFT STO: STMT: m fcT? N^INdcdld. 4 ^ STMT: 

srrfci cufrtt ’m tttt? fatten: m tot sfa fit 
faltfadcdldj ^T: 3 I 

The sense-organs concerned with knowledge i.e. cognitive 
organs (jnanendriyas) are seven; whence? because in the 
passage, ‘from Him seven sense-organs originate’, these organs 
are further described as having been placed in the cave of 
intellect ( buddhi ) i.e. these organs are distinguished as being 
meant for the acquisition of knowledge. The word 'ca ’ in the 
sutra implies the existence of similar statements elsewhere. 

1 r sifft fain ^ aft RiulmHUMid, 

I srai R R R-d^-lHJ (Srlbhasya-SV. 2-4-5). 

2 BNK. II. p. .121 

3 ‘BH UF1T: VRrPr dr-Hl^r (Mund. Up. 2-1-8) ?fR I 'gl^5T 3T ^ STWi SR5T 

nror gi^nsf^i gi^irml 51^1 nsr 5 P 1 si^raro ( 
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A question arises that when another text claims with equal 
force that there are twelve sense-organs, why are the remaining 
five also not taken into account along with the seven in that sruti 
‘sapta prandh' and so on? The next sutra answers. 

II 3^ II (2-4-7) 


?fcl ^^k4*-t|R*jidS.^cdld s I I 

cf: T13T I 


The word ‘sthita’ in the sutra refers to that which leads 
to staying on in the world of transmigration i.e. mundane 
activity, karma. The particle ‘ tu’ suggests the functional 
difference. But, the organs hands, feet, the anus, the 
reproductive organ and the speech are the organs of action 
(j karmendriyas ), and therefore on account of their difference 
in character, they have not been mentioned along with the 
seven organs of knowledge. 

In support of his interpretation, Madhvacarya quotes a 
Smrti text. It says, “the learned ones understand that action 
is called ‘ sthita ’ (the stagnating) because it makes one stay 
on in the worldly existence. Therefore, knowledge being the 
cause of uplifting the selves, is called ‘gati’, a means of self- 
elevation” 1 . 


The merit in Madhvacarya’s interpretation lies in his 
explanation of the key-words gati and sthita in the two sutras. 
From this interpretation one can easily notice that in these two 
sutras, the Sutrakara appears to be interested, not so much in 
counting the sense organs, but in classifying them based on their 
functions and purpose. 

i i nfctftffarchr 
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II II (2-4-8) 

The surra asserls thal the sense-organs arc atomic in size. All 
commentators agree on the purport of this siitra, but they explain 
the same differently. 

£ahkaracarya interprets as follows. The sense organs under 
consideration are to be understood as atomic in size. By atomic, 
they should be taken as minute and limited in size (medium-sized 
or madhyumuparimana) and not literally atomic in size; otherwise 
their activity throughout the body cannot be justified. These organs 
are subtle; if they were big or gross, then at the time of death, 
they would have been seen by others w'hile departing from the 
body, like a snake coming out of a burrow. These are limited in 
size; if they were all pervading then the texts, which speak of 
going out of the body etc. would be contradictory. 1 

The Sutrakdra avers that the sense organs are atomic in size. 
But the commentator appears reluctant to accept the same and 
holds that they are medium-sized. His fear that if the organs are 
taken as atomic, their activity throughout the body cannot be 
justified, appears unfounded. The Sutrakdra explains in detail in 
utkdrnfyadhikarna (BS. 2-3-20 to 26), how a JTva, though atomic 
in size, is active throughout the body. In BS. 2-3-26, he clarifies, 
“just as a llame, though limited to a particular spot in a lamp, 
pervades the covering area by the property of light, similarly a 
Jiva of atomic size, though confined to a place in the heart, 
pervades the body by means of the intrinsic property of 
consciousness”. The same example holds good here also. In fact, 
the range of perception of the organs of sight, hearing and smell 

Tc^i(Wh|KIM ifa^fcMl+N: (S. DSB. 2-4-7). 
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extend much beyond the body. So, for their functioning, the sense 
organs need not be physically present throughout their range of 
perception. 

Ramnujacarya also interprets the sutra on similar lines. His 
Pilrvapaksin holds that the sense organs are infinite and so all- 
pervading. “This sutra refutes it and says that they are all minute 
in size. They pass out of the body and therefore they must be 
finite. ‘When the vital force goes out of the body, all organs 
accompany it’ (Brha. Up. 4-4-2). As they are not perceived when 
they pass out of the body, they must be minute in size" 1 . 

Madhvacarya presents a scriptural conflict as follows. 2 One 
text tells that, “just as the eye pervades the sky (so is the form 
of the Supreme Being)”. From this text sense organs are understood 
to be pervasive. The fact that distant things can be seen and heard, 
also supports this view. On the other hand, the Kaundinyasruti 
says “(Jfva) knows things by organs of atomic size and works 
by organs of atomic size; the sense organs are indeed atomic in 
size; from such sense organs these knowledge and activities) are 
accomplished. 

The sutra resolves the conflict by suggesting that both are 
correct. 

5fFhT: ajlHT: =3 I 

The sense organs are in essence of atomic (minute) size 
and by their power to perceive they are pervasive (beyond 
their position). 

That is how the sense organs of sight, hearing and smell, 
having their centres in the body, can see stars, millions of miles 
away, can hear thundering and smell the raining from miles away. 


i 


Sribhashya- SV. 2-4-6. 

‘fMfa (RV. 1-22-20) ffd safe: | 

•atopS): WrtlOjIit: fOTlft STMT 3T 3TTR: ^ 413-9^: I 


(M. BSB. 2-4-8). 
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6 SiaiRm'JiHJ 

This Addhikarana considers the conflict of texts regarding the 
genesis of Mukhyaprana or the Chief vital breath. A question 
arises, when the genesis of Mukhyaprana is already decided 
earlier in Matarlsvddhikarana (BS. 2-3-8), why again the same 
topic is taken up for discussion. Earlier, the genesis of 
Mukhyaprana as the presiding deity of an element Vdyu was 
considered. Here he is being referred to again along with the sense 
organs in his role as the chief vital breath or vital force behind 
the sense organs and the cause of birth and death of a living 
being 1 . 

II to J to II (2-4-9) 

All the commentators agree on the purport of this sutra, but 
explain it in their own way. 

Sahkaracarya refers to the conflict between two texts as 
follows. In one text, ‘from that (Atman) spring the vital force, the 
mind and all the organs’ 2 , the genesis of Mukhyaprana is 
proclaimed. In Ndsadiyasukta 1 it is mentioned that ‘at that time 
(in pralaya) there was neither death nor immortality, neither night 
nor day, that Brahman alone was breathing on windless by its own 
power, there was nothing other than That’. From this text some 
may think that before creation also somebody was breathing; so 
Prana existed; and therefore Prana could be eternal. The sutra 
removes this doubt by telling that chief vital breath, Mukhyaprana 
also is originated from Brahman. In this second text, the words 
‘breathing on’ are further qualified by the word ‘windless’ ( avatarh ) 
and therefore they do not indicate the existence of vital breath 
before creation. 

5^ vWu (TDK. 2-4-9). 

2 mail ^ I (Mund. Up. 2-1-3) (S. BSB. 2-4-8). 

3 "3 A 5 *!! I ^M r K4M 

II "(NchadTyaiiskta S. BSB. 2-4-8). 
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Ramiinujacarya also interprets the sutra on the same 
lines, quoting the same texts from Nasadiyasukta and 
Mundakopanisad. 

Madhvacarya presents the scriptural conflict by quoting 
different texts as follows. One text says, 1 ‘this Prana (vital breath) 
does not rise, nor does he set, but stands absolute and unchanged 
between birth and death; hence they call him the middle (i.e. 
always living)’. Another text 2 avers that ‘from the Supreme Being 
springs this Prcina' . Thus there is doubt whether Mukhyaprdna 
is originated or eternal. 

The sutra clarifies. 

^ SfMT: m- STM: ^T^TOM: ^ I 3 

Not only the sense organs are originated but the chief vital 
breath or the vital force (behind the sense organs) also is 
originated. 

If Mukhyaprdna is thus accepted as having genesis, then 
how to explain the text, which claims that he neither rises nor sets 
but stands unchanged. It is made clear in Mdtarisvadhikarana 
(BS. 2-3-8) that Mukhyaprdna in essence ( prakrtitah suksmah ) 
is eternal like other JTvas, and his getting a gross ( sthida ) 
form like vital breath, is taken as creation in the sense of 
abhutvabhavanam and his getting the exalted position as 
Chief vital breath is also considered as creation in the sense 
of parddhinavisesdpti. Therefore, the text, which claims that 
‘Mukhyaprdna does not rise’ etc. is to be understood with 
reference to his subtle and gross forms 4 . Madhvacarya quotes 

1 5TPJT fllW*)lrl I ?fa 

(M. BSB. 2-4-9). 

2 -OTcBfl q? nmt r (Prasna Up. 3-3) ?fct ^ I (M. BSB. 2-4-9). 

3 VKM. 2-4-9. 

4 am 5frl I (TDK. 2-4-9). 
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another text 1 , which corroborates this view. It says, “in his subtle 
essential form he indeed remains eternal, he springs in gross form, 
so he is both subtle and gross; in essence he is subtle, in other 
forms he is gross; therefore they say 'he has a beginning and he 
has no beginning’ etc.” 

Since the text claiming eternality of Mukhyaprana is on 
stronger ground, a doubt arises whether the Sruti telling genesis 
of chief vital breath could be alternatively taken as referring to 
the origination of elemental air or motion in general which is 
caused by the vital force. The next sutra disagrees. 

II & & II (2-4-10) 

St m CRT: TO^tlfdJ 


The word Prana, in the text telling the genesis of Prana, 
cannot be taken in the sense of elemental air or vibrant action; 
because in the text from prasnopanisad (6-4), after telling that 
“He (Paramdtman) created Prana”, the genesis of those two 
has been separately mentioned further as “from that Prana 
were created— air—activity—” etc. 

Sankaracarya interprets the sutra differently 2 . “His 
Purvapaksin holds that prana is just air, as learnt from scriptures. 
The commentator also refers to the Sankhya view that Prana is 
the combined function of all the sense organs. The sutra points 


1 

2 


frl EtRBBgit: I (M. BSB. 2-4-9). 

BB aid dld^ - Big: SHUT |lrf; '3WT <rt*^ 1-TlTl’M: SIM ffrt 

BTHHU 3IB TEBt) - B Big: KNT: Blft BB'n^nFTTC: ^H:? 

wi HB: ufT-itmFT =q M3 mg: (Munda. Up. 2-1-3)' 31Bt: 

ww gspy*$ signtfeic i b =n hhwibi' gfri; dBBfa i y^«ri$>4>gRicBW-. 

=q »l+R4>cBldJ- dUMK-pi q i gfeq i E qf snuj: I BT^BIBH, BIYSflcBBIW: 

NBEg?! fBBlWBBTBlHBBTR: STMT BTB RrpB I B BrBT^nl BTfo BigBIBH,! 


(S. BSB.2-4-9). 
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out that Prana is neither air nor the combined function of sense 
organs. For, in Mund. Up. 2-3-1, the genesis of Prana is mentioned 
separately from that of air and sense organs. Moreover, it is not 
possible to have a common function of all the sense organs, since 
each organ has its own special function, and the aggregate of 
sense organs cannot do any function. This air only having related 
itself to the individual soul and dividing itself five-fold and abiding 
in a specialized condition in the body, is termed as Prana. Prana 
is neither a different principle than air nor is it only air”. 

Since this Pada is meant for resolving the apparent conflicts 
in Srutis, a reference to Sdhkhya tenet is not expected here 1 . The 
discussion here is about the genesis and nature of Mukhyaprana 2 , 
a sentient presiding deity behind the sense organs. But the 
conclusion arrived at in the above interpretation is that Prana is 
"air in its adhyatmika set-up, with its five-fold function”', which 
is an insentient principle. Thus, the sentient Mukhyaprana ( srestha ) 
is reduced to the level of an insentient (jada) principle. Vyasatlrtha 
avers that in Srutis, the word Mukhyaprana is nowhere seen used 
with reference to an insentient thing 4 . Hence, the interpretation 
is found unconvincing. 

Ramanujacarya interprets this sutra almost on these lines 
only, with one change. Instead of taking the word kriyd in the 
sutra as the combined function of all the sense organs, he takes 
it as the function of air, moving in and out as breath 5 . Therefore, 
the interpretation is equally unconvincing. 

Both the commentators include the above sutra in the next 
Adhikarana. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


f? I (TC. p. 154). 

n 5*: UM: fid I (S. BSB. 2-4-9). 

BNK. II. P. 336. 

^dd^d -4iyfKHcdfa'slkd33 3^: I d fit 3^ 

I (TC. Ill. p. 154). 


Sribhasya- SV. 2-4-8. 
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II ?<> ^<lft^ cR^teni^l: II (2-4-11) 

Sahkaracarya treats the preceding sitira, this one and the next 
two as forming one Adhikarana. He interprets this sutra as follows. 
“Just as the sense organs, eye and others, are instruments of 
activity and enjoyment of a JTva, similarly Mukhyaprana also is 
an instrument of JTva, since he carries out all the works of JTva. 
Mukhyaprana is not independent, because Prana has been spoken 
of along with eye and other sense organs in the conversation of 
Pranas in the Sruti (Chand. Up. 5-1-5). It is proper to talk of 
things together only when they have common characteristics. The 
word adi in the sutra indicates other reasons like Prana's being 
made up of parts and its being insentient which repudiate the 
independence of Prana” 1 . 

This section is for resolving apparent conflicts in Srutis. But 
no such conflict is referred to in the above interpretation. Moreover, 
Mukhyaprana, the presiding deity of the element air and the vital 
force behind all sentient beings, who is being discussed here, is 
taken as an insentient principle. When there are Srutis (being 
quoted in the following Madhvacarya’s interpretation), which 
aver that Prana creates, supports and absorbs this whole world 
and he is immediately next (in power) to the Supreme Being only, 
how can he be accepted as an insentient principle subservient to 
JTva ? Further since the word Mukhyaprana is nowhere seen in 
Sruti with reference to an insentient thing, as vouched by 
Vyasatlrtha, the above interpretation appears unconvincing. 

Ramanujacarya interprets the sutra exactly in the same way 
as shown above. 


i =asp#fa afatjai ufa aw+aaifa. a HcWim, a*n Jpqtsfo 

SHUT: vm-tunp:, a *aaaj: I fa:? I fa: 

rfaa shut: stwraaiarfaf i wnawVf a a? snrfa frfiaj 

snurc*i fata^siafaawitf^ ^fafa i (s. bsb. 2-4-10). 
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Madhvacarya presents Srutis seemingly conflicting on the 
point whether Prana is independent or dependent. One text 1 says, 
“from Prana sprang this (world); Praha supports it; and into 
Prana it merges; Prana is not dependent on anything”. Another 
text 2 3 asserts that “all this (world) is under the control of Prcina 
and Prana remains under the control of the Supreme Being. The 
Supreme Being does not depend on anyone. He is the Supreme”. 
The sutra resolves the conflict. 


t^tTTVjfa: I ffl:? 

m Rife: TT^: 

STM3J SfMTSJ m A m &M$lcdd T13: I 

31lR*l-Rd “'Hd'bdisfq TiflNRd: fejd:” 4 ^iRd^dlcj, 


Just as the sense organs eye etc. are dependent on the 
Supreme Being, likewise Mukhyaprana also is dependent on 
Paramatman, because in the ( Gaupavanasruti ) text “All this 
indeed is dependent on the Supreme Being, --the 
(Mukhya)prana, the sense organs and all beings”, he too is 
spoken of along with the sense organs as dependent on the 
Supreme Being, and there are other evidences also; the other 
evidences include the text, “The (Mukhya) Prana though the 
author of all, depends on the support of the Supreme Being” 
etc. and the argument that there can not be two absolute 
Lords for the world. 


1 “«|U||(^Hlfa<ldicH|U|l RPT cV-W^qfd RIOT: ftF^TpRa" I 

(M. BSB. 2-4-11). 

2 Ml«|: I R CR: 4ricl *13 I" $(cl^lil^ld : I 

(M. BSB. 2-4-11). 

3 ‘tpf 'G^drMWafaHa SHOW RTOTTSJ 5#H«J <ttf)<t>iitTl’fa 

ONdd^p =^0^1: d^l'ri^d SIIHdldJ (M. BSB. 2-4-11), 

4 Hd+dfcft HiHWKd: feja: I f^TTCiaT 

araFafAirala a^wa# alaj aiat nv.tmaiHi^-dfd ^5 ^a: 1 
3 ia^WT Riot a^ AKUxHdH .i aai fastwaaa f|aa mtaiaa: 1 
(M. BSB. - SSR.2 4-11). 
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The full text of Gaupavanasruti quoted by Madhvacarya (see 
fn.3 on p.525) runs as follows. “All this indeed is wholly dependent 
upon the Supreme Being, - the Chief Prana, the sense organs and 
all beings; He is the one who absolutely leads them (to life and 
death), lifts them up and keeps them under His power”. 

Madhvacarya quotes a Smrti text (see fn. 4 on p. 525) which 
explains the purport of the sutra and clearly reconciles the seeming 
conflict among Srutis as follows. “The ( Mukhya ) prana, though 
the author of all, rests on the support of the Supreme Lord; or 
how could he be different (independent)?; for, there cannot be two 
absolute Lords for the world. But the term ‘Lord’ may be used 
in his case as being immediately next (in power) to the Supreme 
Lord. So the wise say that in scriptural texts he is spoken of as 
being the Middle; (for he is between all the beings on one side 
and the Supreme Lord on the other); and in case of the 
Mukhyaprana the statement that ‘he is without another Lord’, 
means he has no other as his ruler than the Supreme Being. For, 
any general statement is to be understood thus in a restricted sense 
with deference to (i.e., is narrowed in sense by), specific 
statements”. 

The above sutra brings out the comparison or similarity 
between Mukhyaprana and other sense organs in the matter of 
being dependent on Paramiitman. Incidentally, the Sruti texts 
declare that though Mukhyaprana is dependent on the Supreme 
Lord, he has intermediate lordship ( avdntaresvaratva ). The next 
sutra shows the contrast or difference between Mukhyaprana and 
other sense organs. A doubt arises here that when Mukhyaprana 
is dependent on the Supreme Being like other sense organs, how 
can he be said to have intermediate sovereignty? The next sutra 
answers'. 

qftrtT I (TP. 2-4-12). 
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II & WWW * ^FcTOT fl ^fafcl II 

(2-4-12) 

3H<«l'c4T3 iJIpMMIUIW WNl<+^l4l'Hlr41HN1^^: 
<W«lc«Ud, ^ d6.<V=lKrK^tr^»llR^l I 

f^r:? H 5 m sm q^i+^i:’ 1 ffa 

$fcf: cTOT 5T1^ ^+<U|c4H ^ ^fafrl I 

It is not erroneous to credit Mukhyaprana with 
intermediate sovereignty on account of his not being an 
instrument of Jlva i.e. not working at the will and pleasure 
of Jlva, unlike other sense organs which are instruments of 

Jlva functioning at the will and pleasure of Jlva; because the 

✓ 

Sruti ‘all these now spoken of are indeed organs, but Prana 
is the one who is not an organ’, points out that the sense 
organs are instruments of Jlva but Prana is not an instrument. 

The fact that in deep sleep, in the absence any effort by Jlva 
his sense organs cannot function but respiration, the activity of 
Mukhyaprana, continues unabated, proves that Mukhyaprana is 
not an instrument of Jlva like other sense organs. So, one cannot 
find fault with Sruti when it ascribes the status of intermediate 
sovereignty ( avantaresvaratva) to Mukhyaprana. 

Sankaracarya interprets this sutra as follows : The Purvapaksin 
objects that if Prana is an instrument of jlva (as told in the 
preceding sutra) like the eye and other organs, then there must 
be some particular activity assigned to it by which it helps Jlva, 
but no such field is seen. The sutra answers that 2 there is no such 
defect or difficulty because Prana is not an instrument i.e. Prana 
is not an organ like the eye which has its own sense object (sight 

1 *Blft 5 3T ^cTTpl B4IFI SIFT U4 II.-4^4 scMl^tfcT 

# I (M. BSB.- SSR. 2-4-12). 

2 B B ft 

I B ^ 31Ft qjtRBT ^ 5FWT3? rTOT ft ’gfrt: RMFcRl 

anwMWM' *^niufq ^faft muifi4r<riti i-RFiftUrat 

^fafhl (S. BSB. 2-4-11). 
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etc.). That does not mean that Prana has no function; because the 
Sruti points out in the conversation between the sense organs etc. 
that Mukhyaprana has a special function which is not possible 
for the other sense organs to do. The Sruti demonstrates that the 
functioning of the body and all the other organs are sustained by 
Mukhyaprana. 

The second half of the sutra 'tathd hi darsayati’ is normally 
expected to provide an example or evidence to substantiate what 
is already established in the earlier assertion. It is in the nature 
of a collateral evidence. But here it is found supplying fresh 
information to complete the sense of the assertion itself. The 
typical phrases used by the Sutrakdra to indicate the principal 
evidence from Sruti, are sruteh, upadesdt, amanandt etc. Therefore, 
the interpretation does not appear natural 1 . Moreover, Sankaracarya 
interprets the preceding sutra as telling that Mukhyaprana is an 
insentient instrument of the JTva like other organs eye etc. He 
interprets this sutra as saying that Mukhyaprana is not an 
instrument of JTva like eye etc., but he sustains the functions of 
the body and its organs. There is silence about how an insentient 
thing does all this. Thus, the sutras appear inconsistent. Hence, 
this interpretation is not convincing. 


Ramanujacarya's interpretation is interesting. Having said in 
the preceding siitra that Prana is an instrument of the JTva, he 
does not want to contradict himself by saying now that Prana is 
not an instrument of the JTva. Therefore, he treats the compound 
akaranatvat as a bahuvrilii compound and takes the word karana 
in the sense of kriyd or activity. He assumes the word akaranatvat 
in the sutra as a probans of Purvapaksa. Thus, the interpretation 
reads as follows 2 . The objection that Prana has no activity helpful 


1 ‘fTOT 1? i 3l'Wlr'U^ »t 

(TC. III. p. 155). 

2 3l'W J lrqicl s -*<41 jsfcqi 3)iehMr=lld s ~3R : ^ ! 

i-(SrTbhasya- 2-4-10). 
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to the Jlva is not correct, for the Sruti shows how Prana performs 
the activity of supporting the body and the sense organs, which 
is beneficial to the Jlva. Therefore, the Prana has the nature of 
an instrument like eye etc. 

This interpretation appears far-fetched. Firstly, it is a matter 
of common knowledge that Prana is absolutely necessary for 
maintaining the body and its organs. Therefore, a doubt whether 
Prana does not exercise any activity helpful to Jlva should not 
arise 1 . Secondly, there is no word in the sutra , like cet or iti cel , 
to justify the treatment of the word akaranan’dt as a probans of 
Purvapaksa. Thirdly, taking the word karana as activity and 
treating the compound akaranatvdl as bahuvrlhi appear far¬ 
fetched 2 . Here again, the words 'icithd hi darsayati' indicative of 
a collateral evidence, are used as part of the main assertion. 
Hence, this interpretation is also not convincing. 

8 

II & II (2-4-13) 

By and large, all the commentators interpret this sutra in the 
same way. The sutra literally means that ‘It (Prana) is taught as 
having a five-fold function like the mind 3 . 

Sahkaracarya interprets the sutra as follows**. And for this 
reason also, Mukhyaprdna has its own special function. It has five 
functions viz. Prana, apdna, vydna, uddna and samdna. This 
distinction is made on the basis of their works. The five functions 


1 

2 

3 

4 


(TC. III. p. 155). 


BNK. It. p. 339. 


SRK. p. 427. 


IttSillifl Mlvrc-4tlilRl'fi I 

tWR:’ ^frT; - SIM: MH^Rt: 

fWR: ml qtSvKUIsRfd - W^rt= STTOT:, 

Mg^TR: MI'JIfill'lMy: I (S. BSB. 2-4-12). 
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carried out by these are respectively, breathing out, breathing in, 
holding in between the two and generating strength to aid works, 
the ascending when the JTva passes out of the body, and carrying 
the nutriment through all the parts of the body. Thus, Prana also 
has five-fold function just as mind has. 

Ramanujacarya interprets this way. “Just as desire etc. 
are not different from the mind, though they are different 
functions of it producing different effects, according to the text, 
‘Desire, determination, doubt, faith, lack of faith, firmness, want 
of firmness, modesty, understanding, fear- all this is mind’ etc. 
(Brha. Up. 1-5-3), even so according to the same text, 'Prana, 
apana, vydna, udana and samdna - all this is Prcina’, they are 
but fivefold functions of the one Prana and not different from 
it” 1 . 


Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya treat this sutra as part of 
the preceding Adhikarana. But, on account of absence of ca in 
the sutra, Madhvacarya takes this sutra as a separate Adhikarana. 
He refers to an apparent controversy between two scriptural texts. 
The kaundinyasruti text 2 3 declares that “All these other Pranas 
viz. Prana, Apana, Vydna, Udana and Samdna are the servants 
of Mukhyaprdna. He is their sovereign Lord”. On the other hand, 
the GaupavanasrutP says : “The five Pranas are identical forms 
of the Chief Prana. It is He that dwells day in and day out in 
the five forms within the body” 4 . The sutra resolves the conflict 
by citing the analogy of.mind (manas). 

1 W rlr+ia^sfq d HdfH-drdkdiH. 

URtlWtt '^lrK4lu4f4Wfft.c*lc1rt1 c ( *TR (Brha. Up. 1-5-3) ifct 

*MI«Ti S4mI'-—(B rha. Up. 1-5-3) q^TT3^TRl<t ? TtsPl ipi^ ^lrlP=l^l 0 H: *T 
I (Sribhasya- SV. 2-4-11). 

2 '^41^ StmtSIFiT tWH ffrll 3W STMt ^ fcl 

•Sl'U-qigEl: I (M. BSB. 2-4-13). 

3 WVtll&l HMTOT: qyid<W. l n SfTpRf W*T qtfttsftsrfirfo 

I (M. BSB. 2-4-13). 

4 BNK. 11. p. 332. 
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STMlf^q^T^T^ I fcU? JRRcl, W JR: JRtp^lffTC- 
f*PT^cRR<*R3FT^ WTO^ cTM, ^ETN 

ffcT JR: cqqfoik) 3R: | 


Mukhyaprana is of five forms, namely, Prana, Apana, 
Vyana, Udana and Samana, and the five functions and the 
functionary deities of the same names in the body are 
subservient to them respectively; whence? because it is told 
in the ( Kaundinyasruti ) text ‘pahcavrtyaitat pravartate’ that 
just as Manas (or antahkarana) is of five phases viz. Manas, 
Buddhi, Ahankara, Citta and Cetana (sensation, understanding, 
egoism, memory and comprehension) and the five functions 
and the functionary deities of the same names in the body are 
subservient to them respectively, similarly the Mukhyaprana 
also is referred to in two categories of forms and functions 
(with their presiding deities)'. 


Thus, there is no real conflict between the two texts quoted 
above. One talks about the functions of Mukhyaprana from the 
microcosmic or individual point of view ( vyasti ) and the other 
about his forms from the macrocosmic or universal point of view 
(samasti). The Kaundinyasruti text quoted by Madhvacarya (see 


1 ‘3W SMt 31*1 ’ra^frT: UMlSTO) fFTR ?fct I 

ib-TJt 3T M4KWI: 5 THT*FtT I Stl*iftS4HI<MIHI c*JRWJIH 

FRHI^T rmRt 3*tt 5 1 W WIT c4MR J .(4d I 

*n q^wi: qy ^iht; i 

The Kaundinyasruti says : “Now ihis body lives (lit. proceeds) by the author of 
fivefold function; Prcina is indeed (the author of) five functions (forms); as Prana, 
Apana, Vyana, Udana, Samana and from them indeed these five functionaries, five 
servants are produced; from Prana indeed Prana , from Apana, Apana ; from Vyana, 
Vyana; from Udana, Udana; and from Santana too Samana. Just as the mind is 
spoken of in five aspects as Manas, Buddhi. Ahankara , citta, and cetana (sensation, 
perception, self consciousness, memory and comprehension or judgment), and from 
these five functions five servants (or organs) spring; from Manas springs Manas; 
from Buddhi. Buddhi; from Ahankara, Ahankara; from citta, citta, and from 
reran*!, cetana; so (are the five Pranas). (M. BSB. SSR. 2-4-13). 
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fn. 1 on p.531) aptly explains the import of the sutra. The text 
is so apt that it appears as though the Sutrakdra had this text 
before him while composing this sutra and he picked up the three 
words in the sutra and its purport from this text only. 

9 

This Adhikarana discusses the size of Mukhyaprdna. The size 
of a JTva is already discussed in Utkrdntyadhikarana (BS. 2-3- 
20 to 26) and it is established that JTva is of atomic size. 
Mukhyaprdna also being a JTva, he can be taken as of atomic size 
in essence. Moreover, in an earlier sutra ‘anavasca' (BS. 2-4-8) 
it is established that all Pranas, i.e. sense organs are of atomic 
size. Mukhyaprdna also could have been taken along with them. 
But a special discussion is initiated here on account of 
Mukhyaprdna ’s position in the world, that from him sprang this 
world, he supports it, and into him it merges etc. 1 and also on 
account of his being the presiding deity of Vdyu, which pervades 
the world. 


II & # II (2-4-14) 

All commentators agree on the purport of this siltra, but they 
explain it from different standpoints. According to Sankaracarya, 
“It is minute, limited and subtle like the senses. If the objection 
is raised that in Brha. Up. 1 -3-22, it is said to be all pervading, 
the answer is given that the reference there is to Hiranya-garbha , 
the cosmic soul ( samastirupa}. So far as the individual soul 
(vyastirupa) is concerned, it is limited” 2 . 

Ramanujacarya explains it as follows. “Like the sense organs 
the vital force is also minute, for the scriptural texts declare that 
it passes out of the body with the soul, that it moves, and so on; 
‘When it (soul) goes out, the vital force accompanies it’ (Brha. 


1 Refer AgnivexyasruiL sruli quoted by Madhvacarya under BS. 2-4-11. p. 525 

2 SRK. p. 428. 
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Up. 4-4-2). An objection may be raised that other texts declare 
that it is infinite. ‘Equal to these three worlds, equal to this 
universe’ (Brha. Up. 1-3-22). This is only by way of praise, as 
the life of all living beings depends on breath” 1 . 

Madhvacarya presents a seeming scriptural conflict. One text 2 
states that ‘It is Prana that is underneath; Prana is overhead; 
Prana is in the middle; Prana is on all sides; Prana indeed is 
all this’. Thus pervasion seems to be predicted of Prana. But the 
Sautrayanasruti declares that, ‘By the minute one this is created, 
by the minute one this is upheld, into the minute one it becomes 
absorbed; Prana indeed is the minute one and by the Prana 
indeed all this (creation etc.) proceeds’ 3 . The sutra clarifies. The 
word 'ca ’ in the sutra indicates that the Mukhyaprana is both 
atomic and pervasive simultaneously. 

sqiH: I 

Mukhyaprana is both atomic and pervasive; in the form 
of Prana inside individual bodies, he is atomic in size, and 
outside the bodies he is pervasive in the form of Vayu (air). 

Thus, there is no conflict between Sruti texts. One speaks 
from the macrocosmic or universal point of view ( samasti) and 
the other talks from the microcosmic or individual point of view 
(vyasti). 

10 

II 30 sHTlkKKJNyiH ^ 30 II (2-4-15) 


1 Sribhasya- SV. 2-4-12. 

2 ‘SIM »<4NWIrWI 4MR«lry|U|| SIM: rp&1: SIM ^ SIMF! 

SBNi) I (M. BSB. SSR. 2-4-14). 

3 apifi snift ?i atop snail ^trswfci' 

fin ai I (M. BSB. SSR. 2-4-14). 
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Sankaracarya interprets the sutra as follows. A question is 
raised whether the vital breath and other sense organs proceed to 
carry out their respective functions on their own intrinsic strength 
or they are driven to work by their presiding deities 1 . The 
Piirvapaksin holds that the sense organs cany out their works on 
their own strength. If we accept that they are impelled to work 
by their presiding deities, then those deities will be liable to enjoy 
or suffer the results of the actions, and not the JTva. The sutra 
refutes this contention. It avers that the sense organs, speech etc., 
proceed to do their respective functions, impelled by the deities 
‘jyoti’ etc., which are the presiding deities of Agni etc. Whence? 
Because it is told so in scriptures 2 . The next sutra, 

is interpreted as follows 1 . Though the sense organs have their 
respective presiding deities, it is understood from scriptures that 
the sense organs have the (master and servant) relation only with 
Jlva, the owner of the body-mind complex. Therefore, JTva only 
is the enjoyer in the body. The presiding deities of sense organs 
are not the enjoyers or sufferers. The next sutra provides a reason 
for this. 

It is JTva only who is always in the body as the experiencer 
of pleasure and pain, because the religious merit and demerit and 
the resulting enjoyment and suffering is possible in the case of 
JTva only and not for deities. The deities abiding in divine affluence, 

i ^ rpri: ft; wnfeya rrrtr RHRfta 

R^rafta sfcl ft’RlRtl I (S. BSB. 2-4-14). 

RfrRFfft I =R I (S. BSB. 2-4-14). 

3 HdVrft RWWW^HlJlg RFiraHl 4.l*ftd<UldUld*4l(iwi 4ll(R3l4 RTVRi 

3W|U|<I I (S. BSB. 2-4-15). 
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need not get in a deficient worldly body for enjoyment 1 . Therefore, 
the Jiva is always the enjoyer. 

Ramanujacarya points out a flaw in the above interpretation. 
Those Pranas i.e. sense organs are presided over and directed by 
the deities Agni etc. has been already established while explaining 
the sutra 2 ‘abhimanivyapadesastu visesdnugatibhyam' 
(BS.2-1-5). While interpreting that sutra Sankaracarya says, 
“When the scriptures talk of activities fit for sentient beings, in 
the case of insentient things like earth etc. and sense-organs Vak 
etc., the reference is to their presiding deities but not to the 
elements or sense-organs” 3 . Therefore, the Purvapaksa that the 
insentient sense-organs carry out their activities on their own 
strength should not arise at all. Hence, the above interpretation 
by Sankaracarya renders the sutras superfluous. 

Ramanujacarya reads the first and the second sutra together as : 

sHilfeKKjfaaM 1 

and interprets it as follows. He raises the doubt ‘‘whether this 
directing of sense organs (to carry out their functions), by Jiva 
and the presiding deities Agni etc. is self-dependent or dependent 
on others 4 . The sutra answers 5 : ‘ ‘The control of the deities Agni 
etc. and of Jiva over the sense organs depends on the will of the 


l 


2 

3 

4 

5 


dFt =4 4llfl<HI ftcUH 

mtdra i d at fir q<fi-Hd. q^ d ^ 3#dd, srift 

dl«k{c4 I (S. BSB. 2-4-16). 

(BS. 2-1-5) Srd^ld MHtfl£44lRdHJ (Snbhasya- RDK. 2-4-13). 


4 (S. BSB. 2-1-5). 

dfi^ qftdFt W-4lR<4dldi =4 mu|Rt)iwfa«|d foj WWd^dd ? 

(Sribhasya- RDK.- 2-4-13) 

M i mdd l dftd 44tfcR#tT^ 3R-4l(&4dld1 qFdfqW^ StfaHldd, d<IHddl< d^ 
H4H(cHd 3TTOddTd,44Id I ^d:'? ^dTTddTfo^qdTdt 'didlcHdSI f44iT^5 


q^S54dddrarlf44trend,l (Sribhasya- RDK. 2-4-13). 
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Supreme Being. Whence? On account of scriptures propounding 
the dependence of the sense organs, their presiding deities and 
the JTva in respect of their functionings, on the Supreme Being”. 
The next sutra, 

^ WcMc^ldJ 

provides a reason for the above conclusion. The sutra avers 
that, “since Paramdlman 's control over all the (sentient and 
insentient) things is eternal and since His association with the 
essence {svarupa) of all the things is permanent, the presidency 
or the controlling power of these (deities and JTvcis on the sense- 
organs) is inevitably subject to the Paramdtman’s will only” 1 . 

The remark made earlier by Ramanujacarya against 
Sankaracarya’s interpretation of this Adhikarana, applies to his 
own interpretation also. For, he has already established by the 
sutra 'pardttu tacchruteh (BS. 2-3-41)’ that “the agency of soul, 
- (the presiding deities are also souls only), - is dependent on the 
Supreme Being only, because the Sruti declares so”. Hence, 
Ramanujacarya’.s interpretation also renders this Adhikarana 
superfluous. 

Moreover, combining of the two sutras by treating the 
instrumental case-ending of the word prdnavatd as 
'upapadavibhakti', and taking it as a prefix of jyotiradi, which 
is already a pan of a compound, and then dissolving the compound 
as 'prdnavatd saha jyotirddmam adhisthanam looks circuitous 
and unnatural. A ‘ kdrakavihhakti’ has precedence over 
‘upapadavibhakti’ 2 . “Karakavibhati is a grammatical case 
prescribed independently of association with particular words 
while upapadavibhakti is a case prescribed in the event of 
association with particular words, e.g. Rdmena bdnena hato Vdli; 


(SrTbhasya-RDK. 2-4-14). 

2 muMdi ?fh tpftarat: i 

(TC. III. p. 157-158). 
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Putrena ( saha) agatah pita (both instrumental) where the latter 
is a case of upapadavibhakti. The dictum is 

I” 1 . Further, both the words cimanandt and sabdat in the 
sutra carry the same meaning. 


Madhvaciirya presents an apparent conflict between two texts. 
One text states that, “the wise ones say that all these sense organs 
are the instruments of JTva, for these are observed to be under 
the control of JTva in all the creatures” 2 . Another text 3 avers that 
‘these sense-organs the eye, the ear, the mind and speech indeed 
are the instruments of Brahman, for He impels them to do all the 
things’. Thus, there is a doubt whether these sense-organs are 
instruments of JTva or Brahman. The sutra 2-4-15 resolves. 


dc=h , t lJ IIHIc1 

^r4lRHI 

SlftviMRIJ 1 5 ' 


Brahman only, who is the indwelling ruler of the elements 
Agni etc. as told in the Sruti texts such as ‘yo’gnau tisthan’ 
(Brha. Up. 3-7-5) s , is the ruler of the sense organs the eye etc. 
which are the amsas of Agni etc., i.e. the sense organs are the 
instruments of Brahman; whence? because it is asserted in 
Sruti texts like ‘yascaksusi tisthan’ (Brha. Up. 3-7-18) 6 . 


1 BNK. II. p. 348. 

2 5TRI*q 4><U|HII£: muitidit-4 H45T: I qfHIrd&tlHI >7? £5^ II 

5IH #qm%JdT HylrFd! I (M. BSB. 2-4-15). 

3 ‘inanit 4T qdlfd =4£: W4 BdT 4TRTld d^STcfi +HW =4 4d4FRJl^ I 

(M. BSB. 2-4-15). 

4 VKM. 2-4-15. 

5 qts^T w4t-d<: 'TRPdd ^iPd; ^TsPdB-d'n wrft, qq d 

^)irHi--n'-if*-MHd'-1 (Brha. Up. 3-7-5). He who inhabits fire, is within it, whom fire 
does not know, whose body is fire, and who controls fire from within, this immortal 
Atman is the indweller in you. 

6 *ra#i Eraajgqtssqrc:, 4 =4^4 =41= siftf, q«i$pdd qqqfd, qq d 

^iir^l'-d^i^^ci: I (Brha. Up. 3-7-18). He who inhabits the eye, is within it., whom 
the eye docs not know, whose body is the eye and who controls the eye from within, 
this immortal Atman is the indweller in you. 
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If the sense-organs iire instruments of Brahman, then how 
Sautrayanasruti stales that “all these sense organs are the 
instruments of JTvuT' The next siitra answers. 

II # & II (2-4-16) 

^ -m RMdHI #e^TT <#WlR 

fcT=? 4iH«HlrM«HI 3c*ITT^T: I 1 

That Brahman, with His instruments i.e. the sense-organs, 
enables Jlva as the agent, to see with the eyes etc; whence? 
because Bhallaveyasruti 2 states that ‘this Brahman indeed 
enables the Jlva to see with the eyes’. 

Though the sense-organs are the instruments of Brahman, 
they are instrumental in the activities of Jlva, an agent subservient 
to Brahman. Hence, the Sautrayanasruti describes the sense- 
organs as the instruments of Jlva. Thus, there is no contradiction 
between Srutis. 

The next siitra offers another reason why Sautrayanasruti 
states the sense organs as the instruments of Jlva. 

II cRF*J ^ Wc^cclki, $> II (2-4-17) 

cTf*I RWRT ^ 

N<«ti leaded I <1^ ^IMdW.'JIcd^Tcf: T'TdRcfT^f: I 

Since the Jlva, the sense organs and their relationship are 
eternal, the Sruti metaphorically describes the sense organs 
as instruments ofJTva on account of their long time association. 

11 dsPs^l u ^Pm u IHj 

II ^ H 3a II 

(2-4-18) 


1 VKM. 2-4-16. 

2 M. BSB. 2-4-16. 
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All the commentators have understood the words in the sutra 
in the same way as follows. 

^ wm- ffl: d^N^lldJ 

“Except the chief Pranci (vital breath), they the other Pranas 
are organs, because the scripture speaks so”. 

But further discussion on the topic, the doubt raised, the 
scriptural statement ( visayavdkya ) discussed and the conclusion 
arrived at, vary from one commentator to the other. 

Sankaracarya raises the doubt 1 whether the other sense organs 
are different modes of the Chief vital breath or they are distinct 
principles. The sutra decides that 2 the speech and others i.e. the 
other sense organs are separate principles different from the Chief 
breath because they are separately mentioned in places like 
Mundakopanisad (2-1-3), which says that ‘from Him are bom the 
Prana, the mind and all the other sense-organs’. The next sutra 

I 

confirms that the sense-organs are separate principles and not 
modes of the vital breath because “the vital breath is referred to 
distinctly from the sense organs speech etc. in all the places in 
scriptures” 3 . Further, the next sutra 

I 

points out that the sense-organs are separate entities different 
from the Chief breath, also because “there is difference in the 
characteristics of the vital breath and the other sense organs. The 

1 ft; ^ ww- Hr^nMtfh i (s. bsb. 2 - 4 -17). 

2 d-rdMil^d ftn? - nm) RR: 

twPsWlui =5T (Munda. Up. 2-1-3) ?fct ^ 

^ SPsWlfa I (S. BSB. 2-4-17). 

3 4Hllft«t: RFR: I (S. BSB. 2-4-18). 
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sense organs speech etc. do not function during deep sleep while 
the vital breath alone keeps awake functioning” 1 . 

Vyasallrtha points out that this line of interpretation is criticized 
even by Vacaspati Misra, an ardent follower of Sahkaracarya, 
who wrote an exhaustive commentary called BhcimatT on 
Sankarabhasya of Brahmasutras, because of the following 
shortcomings in it. (i) The word * tattvantardni’ is imported in the 
statement of the proposition, (ii) The sutra ‘Bhedasruteh ’ tells the 
same thing told by the word tadvyapadesat in the earlier sutra. 
(iii) The pronoun tad in the compound tadvyapadesat refers to 
the imported word tattvantardni 2 . 

Ramanujacarya also interprets the first sutra as follows 3 . The 
Pranas other than the Chief Prana are alone the sense-organs; 
whence? because the Pranas other than the Chief Prana alone 
are referred to as sense organs in scriptures. He quotes 
BhagavadgM 4 in support. He reads the second and the third 
sutras together and interprets it as shown here below. He quotes 
the mantra from Muntlakopanisad (2-1-3) and contends that here 
the Chief Prana is stated as different from the sense-organs 5 . 
Further, the Chief Prana differs in characteristics from the sense- 
organs the eye etc; for in deep sleep the Chief Prana functions; 
but the sense organs the eye etc., do not function. Here also, the 
first part of the second sutra, Bhedasruteh, repeats what is told 
in the earlier sutra. Moreover, from the Bhagavadgita (13-5), the 

1 Defalt =3 - grll Jpa? q^T JHPjfrf I 

(S. BSB. 2-4-19). 

2 fra nfitinvansrc: i 

efaT ffcl | (TC. HI. p. 158). 

3 q? mi i srmg 

(Sribhasyu- 2-4-15). 

4 I (BG. 13-5). 

5 ‘qtK-Hwwd wm t rmft — i 

I tjgftt H; y|u|fM g 

<jlrtdiMtf«<d I (Sribhasya- 2-4-16). 
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commentator holds the sense-organs as eleven ( indriyani 
dasaikarh), which has been shown earlier to be in disagreement 
with BS. 2-4-6 and BS. 2-4-7. 1 2 

According to Madhvacarya, this Adhikarana resolves the 
apparent conflict between Sruti texts on the question* whether 
Mukhyaprdna can also be taken as an organ or not. For, 
Pautrayanasruti makes a general statement that “ Pranas indeed 
are the sense-organs, for Pranas go to this i.e. their respective 
objects” 3 4 . But the Kasdyanasruti A says, “twelve only are the 
sense-organs,- the mind and the intellect making the eleventh and 
the twelfth”. Madhvacarya tells that the same Pautrayanasruti 
which holds that, in general. Pranas are the sense organs, further 
tells that, “Only twelve are said to be the sense-organs. But, the 
Chief Prana is not a sense organ. For, the Chief Prana is the 
absolute master and guide of the sense-organs that run towards 
their respective objects” 5 . Therefore, the sutra makes it clear as 
follows. 

9*01^ 4J<cqq|U||^ 3^ H STMT: *Ps(4lfo, * sfe:, fTT? 

7TF7 “Sl^t^TMTTl: STMt 

Except the Chief Prana (vital breath), they the other Pranas 
are sense-organs, but not the Chief Prana; because in the 
( Pautrayana ) Sruti *dvddasaivendriy any ahull prano 
mukhyastvanindriyam ’ the Pranas other than the Chief Prana 
are spoken of as the sense-organs. 

1 tra IJ+K4M nnta Phwmj <tc. iii. p-. 158). 

2 m sP^lPlPj^c'^fatlq I (TDK. 2-4-18). 

3 -WIK^lliil URT 4T <Pjr<Hpl WI ?Pl H^Ph+l UIHMa 

HIHHIH. ^Pst«Jc4 afisi (M. BSB. 2-4-18). 

4 3 5135T fPt ^m?jfrl: I (M. BSB. 2-4-18). 

5 (flPstUMf 3 PTWT T4Tm 

fa i (M. bsb. 2-4 -is). 
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If one objects that, since the Chief Prana and the eye etc. are 
all subservient to the Supreme Being, there is no difference between 
them and therefore, if the Chief Prana is not an organ, then the 
eye etc. also may not be the organs, the next silira replies. 

II & 3* II (2-4-19) 

Those twelve Pranas only are the sense-organs because 
there is a clear distinction between the Chief Prana and those 
twelve Pranas heard in the scriptures. 

Madhvacarya quotes 1 a mantra, which corroborates the 
distinction between the Chief Prana and the other sense-organs. 
It says: “Without moving from where he is, Mukhyaprana does 
all this - he causes all this to be done. — So they call him the 
powerful Lord. The organs of sense are not steady. They do 
nothing, they cause nothing to be done. They are really weak and 
so they say they are instruments’’ 2 . 

Having established the characteristic difference between 
Mukhyaprana and the other sense-organs on the evidence of $ruti, 
the next siltra shows the same on the evidence of perception 
ipratyaksa). 

II # # II (2-4-20) 

^ ^ I 3 

They, (the Pranas other than Mukhyaprana ,) are alone the 
sense organs also because of the characteristic difference 

1 ‘few q? ^ -RT d feldlPl 

n n - atr e ri -muiiR’ 

I (M. BSB. 2-4-19). 

2 BNK. II. p. 351. 

3 VKM. 2-4-20. 
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between the Pranas and the Mukhyaprana, the former being 
subject to the effort of Jlva and the latter independent of it. 

It is a matter of common experience that even during deep 
sleep when the sense organs do not function on account of lack 
of will and effort on the part of JTva , the Mukhyaprana continues 
to function in all his five forms, independently. 

12 

II & >dM^lldL & 'I 

(2-4-21) 

Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya treat this sutra and the next 
two, as one Adhikarana, while Madhvacarya treats the next two 
sutras as a separate Adhikarana. All the commentators agree on 
the purport of this sutra that the Supreme Being is the author of 
all names and forms in the world. But they differ in their 
explanations of the sutra. 

Sankaracarya interprets the sutra as follows. Having told the 
creation of the three elements fire ( teja ), water (ap) and earth 
(annarii i.e. food in the form of earth) in Chandogyopanisad 
(6-2), it is further said that 1 “That deity willed -‘well, let me, 
entering into these three deities through this living self ( JTvdtman ), 
differentiate name and form. Of these, let me make each one 
tripartite’—Now, a doubt arises here, whether the creator of 
these names and forms is JTvdtman or Paramdtman. The 
Purvapaksin contends that this evolution of names and forms is 
by JTvdtman only, because the Sruti makes a special reference to 
JTvdtman by saying ‘entering by means of this living self ( anena 
jTvena atmana anupravisya)’. 

I (Chand. Up. 6-2) dvdMdWi - '-mt §$13 

fast cdi+wiuRld i nwi 

(Chand. Up. 6-3-2 and 3) - ft 

Sc( snstfcrd, i tra m 

HIH^qc<4l4><U|*i,5ra fct:? fft ftdWTdJ (S. BSB. 2-4-20). 
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The sutra clarifies the doubt. The evolution of names 
(sariijhdklpti) and forms (murtiklpti) is indeed the work of the 
Supreme Lord who is the creator of fire, water and earth; whence? 
because the tfruti says so. Commencing the mantra (Chand. Up. 
6-3-2) with ‘That Divinity (willed)' and using the verb ‘let Me 
evolve ( vyakaravani)' in the first person, the Sruti attributes the 
evolution to that Supreme Lord only. The wording ‘by means of 
this living self (jivena atmand)' goes with ‘having entered 
(< anupravisya )’ on account of its nearness, not with ‘let Me evolve’'. 

In Vivartavada, advocated by Sahkaracarya, the concepts of 
Brahman, Isvara, Jagat and JTva are as follows. 

(i) The ultimate reality, Brahman, is pure intelligence (i.e. 
consciousness), cinmdtra, devoid of all forms, devoid of 
qualities 1 2 . Apart from consciousness or Self, the world of 
objects is non-existent 3 . The world is a phenomenal appearance 
of Brahman 4 . 

(ii) Brahman associated with the principle of Maya or creative 
power, is Isvara, who is engaged in creating and maintaining 
the world 5 . Maya is not a real entity. It is only wrong knowledge 
avidya, that makes the appearance 6 . Maya is the principle of 
cosmic illusion 7 . 

(m) Jagat, the world (of names and forms) is like a dream or an 
illusory cognition. It exists, as it is perceived. It has no other 
independent existence except the fact of its perception. It has 

1 -tn ^ jfcafcrainf £1*% ffa; 

ftt;? -thi srgwq ■cm<4il&r asirit 

atMxfrtH.55 1 -i siiH-cwict. 

=t ‘a»W«lll«r I (S. BSB. 2-4-20). 

2 SRK. p. 31. 

3 SRK. p. 32. 

4 OIC. p. 339. 

5 SRK. p. 30. 

6 SRK. p. 34. 

7 OIC. p. 365. 
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Brahman for its basis. The concrete appearances are 
impositions on this unchanging reality 1 . 

(iv) The unmodified Brahman only appears as JTva on account of 
Brahman’s contact with limiting adjuncts, buddhi etc. 2 And 
as long as the atman is connected with buddhi, it has Jiva- 
hood and has mundane existence. In fact, apart from this 
combination of atman and buddhi conceived of, there is no 
such entity as JTva 3 . The JTva should be understood as a mere 
reflection of the Supreme Being like the reflection of the sun 
in the water 4 . 

Thus, in the above doctrine Fsvara and JTva are qualified 
entities and therefore they too come within the ambit of names 
and forms. Now, in the interpretation of the present siitra, if we 
take the words JTva and Isvara as referring to qualified entities 
having a name and a form, then they cannot be the author of their 
own names and forms; therefore, the evolution of their names and 
forms will have to be ascribed to a third entity, which could as 
well be the author of the other names and forms in the world; on 
the other hand, if the words JTva and Fsvara are held as referring 
to pure consciousness ( cinmatra ) then by hypothesis they would 
be devoid of activities; so the Purvapaksa that JTvatman is the 
author of names and forms and the Siddhanta that Fsvara is the 
author, are both not tenable. Further, JTva being a reflection of 
Brahman, the pure consciousness, in the limiting adjuncts (and 
apart from this there being no such entity as JTva), entering of 
the body-mind-complex made of fire, water and earth, in the form 
of JTva is also not tenable 5 . B. N. K. Sharma observes that, “it 


1 SRK. o. 34. 

2 qma *w -hiWTh waad i is. bsb. 2-3-18). 

3 ^ 31^ (3ncR4:i tTtHiRrq i qmnicB 

1 n I (S. BSB. 2-3-30). 

4 3IWRT q? WqirHdl HldMrM: I (S. BSB. 2-3-50). 

tfrawil n^rlWTra. ^1 (TC. III. p. 159). 
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would be putting the cart before the horse to speak of cinmatra 
entering Tejobanna in the guise of ‘ JTvatman’ (anena jTvena 
atmana anupravisya) in order to develop name and form” 1 . 

Ramanujacarya takes the same mantras, Chand. Up. 6-3-2 
and 3, as the Visayavakyas and interprets the sutra. He considers 
the doubt whether the Hiranyagarbha (the four-faced Brahma) or 
the highest Self, having the Hiranyagarbha for its body, is the 
author of the world of names and forms. According to 
Ramanujacarya, “the sutra states that this activity belongs to the 
highest Self, having Hiranyagarbha for its body, and not to 
Hiranyagarbha only, for texts teach that names and forms were 
evolved by the same agent that produces the tripartite combination 
(of fire, water and earth)” 2 3 . It is true that JTva is a very general 
term and Hiranyagarbha is also held as a JTva, but the interpretation 
of the term JTva in the mantra 3 specifically as Hiranyagarbha, 
appears farfetched. Hence, the interpretation is not found 
convincing. If the commentator wanted to refer to Hiranyagarbha, 
he could have chosen another suitable text, which made a mention 
of it. 

Madhvacarya refers to the apparent conflict of texts as follows. 
One text states that ” virinca indeed evolves this world and appoints 
it in different ways; the four-faced Brahma ( Hiranyagarbha ) 
indeed is Virinca; from him originate these name and form” 4 . On 
the other hand, another text avers: “Then why is He called the 
Supreme? Verily from the Supreme Being these name and form 
issue forth; therefore they call Him the Supreme. Then why is He 
called Brahmanl For, He is great and He is vast” 5 . Thus there 

1 BNK. 11. p. 357. 

2 Sribhasya-SV. 2-4-17. 

3 I (TC. 111. p. 160). 

4 ‘NRsjI (dRfl *~tlHdd9jfrb I 

(M. BSB.- SSR. 2-4-21). 

4*HI^<Icl S^fr! ^11^ I’ ifh I (M. BSB. - SSR. 2-4-21). 
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is a doubt whether, the author of the world of names and forms 
is Virihca or the Supreme Being. The sutra resolves : 

«SllHc4f: WW: ^fa?TRT 

mm f#: mm- ^ f^? 

fafacEJ mm f^T” 5 TH I 

The fashioning of the world of names and forms proceeds 
from the One who is the author of the tripartite mixture of 
the elements fire, water and earth, i.e. from Brahman only and 
not from the four-faced Brahma, on account of the scriptural 
teaching to that effect, as seen, for example, in the mantra 
‘sarvani rupani vicitya namani krtva 

Therefore, the statements in some scriptures, which refer to 
the Hiranyagarbha as the author of names and forms, are to be 
taken in a metaphorical sense i.e. they describe Hiranyagarbha 
as the intermediate author acting on the authority delegated to him 
by the Supreme Being. Madhvacarya quotes some verses from 
Padmapurana and Brahmandapurdna, which exactly corroborate 
this interpretation of the sutra. He further tells that the term 
4 trivrtkurvat ’ is a hetugarbha-visesana. 

13 HlHlfa'MUlHJ 


This Adhikarana discusses the physical composition of the 
bodies of living beings. 


II Hl’HlR HW 



II (2-4-22) 


Sankaracarya interprets the sutra as follows 1 2 . When earth 
subjected to the process of tripartition is assimilated by a person. 


1 “trafftr ^rifoi foforq dk: i r <t. a. 3-i2> sfa i 

The Wise One (Supreme Being), having created all forms and names to denote 
them, remains expressing them (M. BSB. 2-4-21). 

2 35W SqyvHWMWI: HWll^hW Pl tl KJd I fWI fit ^ I 

••aranfak Ivjt krdki^ bfi dt 

dtsfaWRF*H:”(Chand. Up. 6-5-1) I aWSRlt: 

- dtfei sima srat i *T3rr ^ item- - # i (S. bsb. 2 - 4 - 21 ). 
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i.e. when a person eats food, from that are produced flesh etc. as 
told in the Sruti. That specific Sruti mantra (Chand. Up. 6-5-1) 
states that “food when eaten becomes divided into three parts; 
the grossest ingredient is excreta, the middling ingredient becomes 
flesh, and the subtlest ingredient becomes mind'’. Similarly, the 
effects of the other two elements, water and fire, are to be 
understood according to the scriptures. Water produces urine, 
blood and vital breath. Fire produces bone, marrow and speech. 

The Purvapaksin contends that 1 , if all the elements and their 
products are tripartite, i.e. they contain the three elements, then 
why do we have special names such as ‘this is earth’, ‘this is 
water’, ‘this is fire’ etc.? The answer is given by the next sutra. 

Vaifesyam means abundance or preponderance. Though 
everything is a product of the three elements subjected to 
tripartition, yet in some cases we find the predominance of some 
particular element. For example, in fire the fire-element is 
predominant, in water the water-element is abundant and in earth 
the food-element is preponderant. Therefore, though all the 
substances are tripartite, the gross elements and their products are 
distinguished as ‘this is Taijasa’, ‘this is Apya' and ‘this is Parthiva' 
on account of the preponderance of that particular element in the 
composition of the substance under consideration. There is nothing 
improper in that 2 . 

Vyasatlrtha observes that, since all the substances are the 
products of the three elements, through the process of tripartition, 
even without any sutra, the items flesh etc. can be taken as 

i anns ^ i - a® ani - 

53 5*n atiq- fdi? is. bsb. 2 - 4-2 d. 

trPRta, nr*tfo sqq?^ 1 

(S. BSB. 2-4-22). 
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products of the three elements after tripartition, and since the 
doubt as to how they can be classified as made of food, water 
or fire, is possible to be resolved on the basis of preponderance 
of the particular element (as stated by this sutra), the earlier sutra 
‘mamsddi bhaumam—’ becomes superfluous 1 . Therefore, this 
interpretation does not appear to be befitting. 

While interpreting the sutra ‘mamsddi bhaumam---' 
Ramanujacarya also quotes the same mantra, Chand. Up. 6-5-1, 
which says that “food when eaten becomes divided into three 
parts’ ’ etc. He continues the discussion from the preceding sutra , 
whether the highest Self is the agent of evolution of names and 
forms and the tripartite creation, or the Hiranyagarbha is the 
agent. According to him the present sutra says that “the tripartite 
process referred to in Chand. Up. 6-5-1 is only a description of 
the evolutionary process of food, drink etc. taken by beings and 
not the true tripartite process described in the earlier Chandogya 
text” 2 . He concludes that “what the Chandogya text ‘Let me— 
-differentiate name and form—of these let me make each one 
threefold’ means is that the highest Self willed to evolve name 
and form, and for this purpose, He created as a first step the gross 
elements from the fine ones by the tripartite process, and then 
evolved name and form with these gross elements. So the highest 
Self alone, having Hiranyagarbha as its body, is the evolver of 
name and form” 3 . The last sutra is interpreted by Ramanujacarya 
in exactly the same way as done by Sarikaracarya, as follows. 
“Though each gross element is a compound of the three 
rudimentary elements, yet due to the preponderance of one of 
these three fine elements in the gross element, it is called after 
that element as earth, water or fire” 4 . 

1 fqHlPl 

Rl<tctd*ist+l4^H swn ?fcl troa 

(TC. III. p. 160). 

2 Sribhasya- SV. 2-4-18. 

3 Sribhasya-SV. 2-4-18. 

4 Sribhasya-SV. 2-4-19. 
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It is already remarked in the preceding Adhikarana that “the 
interpretation of the term Jtva in the mantra specifically as 
Hiranyagarbha, appears farfetched. Hence, the interpretation is 
not found convincing”. The same applies Here too 1 . 

Madhvacarya takes an all-together different view. He points 
out to the divergent and apparently conflicting texts regarding the 
composition of the physical bodies of living beings. The 
Kaundinyasruti 2 declares the body to be a product of water. 
“From water indeed this is produced; water is truly flesh as well 
as bone, water is the body, water is verily all this (body)”. But, 
the Brha. Up. 3-2-13 says that when a man dies his “body merges 
with earth, th e Atman with the sky ( Brahman )” 3 . Similarly there 
is a text 4 which holds body as made up of Tejas. It says “The 
sacrificer becoming golden bodied through Agni, the nourisher of 
the gods, on account of the offerings made by him, ascends to 
the heavenly worlds” 5 . Further, Chand. Up. 6-4-7 states 6 , “know 
from me how, on reaching man, each of these three deities becomes 
three-fold”. Therefore, there arises a doubt whether the physical 
body under consideration is composed of water, or food (earth), 
or fire or all the three 7 . The sutra clarifies ; 

^ 47R ^ c1<(lMl 4^1 cItW’ 8 

ffcl ^+i4hj 9 

1 (TC. II. p. 160). 

2 AKUMIM STcl I 

(M BSB, 2-4-22). 

3 *l(l<HI4il*WlcHr ?fcl ^ ^fcl: l (M. BSB. 2-4-22). 

(Ailareya Brahmana 7-8) (TP. 2-4-22). 

5 BNK. II. p. 360. 

6 FTTferat ^cTT: M I (Chand. Up. 6-4-7). 

7 ^ ftm: I fW^: ft 3T qiftfa ^ cFmt ^ I 

(TP. 2-4-22). 

9 VKM 2-4-22. 
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Flesh etc. i.e. the hard part of the body alone is to be taken 
as composed of earth and not the whole body; the effect of 
the other two i.e. water and Are is to be accepted as that which 
is according to the Sruti text such as ‘that which is hard is 
earth, that which is liquid is water, that which is warm is fire’. 

Therefore, the purport of the text Chand. Up. 6.4.7, that the 
body is composed of all the three elements is tenable. 

If this is so, then how do the texts like the Kaundinyasruti 
etc. say that flesh is exclusively composed of water etc.? The next 
sutra answers. 

II 3*> II (2-4-23) 

^fqiR^ww£i«-rr< i 

On account of the preponderance of a particular element 
like earth etc. in a combination, that product (such as flesh,) 
is spoken of as exclusively composed of that particular element, 
earth etc. 

The last word in the sutra is said twice as 'tadvadah tadvadah ’ 
in accordance with the practice in Vedic literature, to indicate the 
end of the Adhyaya, and to emphasize and ratify all that has been 
said earlier. It is believed that such repetition at the end, renders 
the work fruitful and brings all the fruits promised by the 
Veduntasdstra'. 


& ft tV 


i d^iv-wi sireR^tfot wtra w i tp. 2-4-23. 



Chapter XII 

Conclusions and findings 

Brahmasutra or Veddntasutra of Badarayana Vyasa contains 
authoritative judgements on what exactly is the essence of Vedas. 
The work is intended to reconcile the conflicting thoughts and 
opinions about Vedic teachings. It is universally recognized as 
the manual of Vedanta. The world consists of three factors, JTva, 
Jagat and Is vara. The first is self-evident and the second is 
perceptible. The problem is about comprehending the Isvara, the 
Supreme Being, and His relation with the first two. The topic of 
this study viz. ‘ Brahman , the Supreme Being, in Brahmasutras’ 
is covered by the first two Adhyayas. The study of the siitras in 
these two Adhyayas , reveals as follows. 

Adhyaya I 


Pada 1 

In order to gel rid of the worldly sufferings, and to accomplish 
eternal bliss, one should enquire into the nature of Brahman. 
Brahman is the author of this world. He creates, governs and 
destroys this world. He is knowable only through sdstras 
(scriptures) and the purpose of sdstras is only to expound Brahman. 
The sdstras arc to be critically examined for knowing Brahman. 
Sdstras are full of words only and Brahman is not inexpressible 
in words. The Sruti statements which declare that Brahman is 
beyond words, only indicate that all the available words are 
insufficient to fully describe the extent of the limitless 
characteristics of Brahman. 

In the rest of the first Adhyaya, the Sutrakara illustrates how 
all the words and phrases in scriptures convey Brahman and 
describe His nature and his in-numerable attributes. Brahman , the 
Supreme Being, is Annamaya (the source of sustenance), 
Prdnamaya (the source of energy), Manomaya (abundant spiritual 
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thought essence 1 ), Vijhdnamaya (knowledge personified) and 
Anandamaya (happiness personified). The names of deities like 
Indra, Varuna etc. primarily convey Him because He is the inner 
controller of and the power behind all these deities; but He is 
distinct from them. Similarly, the names of elements like Akdsa, 
Vdyu etc. convey Him because these elements owe their 
characteristics to Him. The names of bodily organs and functions 
convey Him since they owe their capabilities to Him. All the 
terms popularly denoting luminous objects like fire, sun etc. and 
even the words like GdyatrT which is ordinarily understood to 
denote a metre, connote Him, in their ultra-primary sense. The 
purpose of describing Brahman in three different forms viz. (i) 
the omnipresent, (ii) the indwelling ruler and (iii) as a personal 
God present outside, is to suit the devotees of different capabilities. 
The knowledgeable ones can meditate on all - pervasive Brahman , 
the Yogis can meditate on Brahman in their own self and the laity 
can meditate on Brahman in idols outside. 

Pada 2 

All the words and phrases expressing omnipresence, refer to 
Brahman. On account of His omnipresence, though the Supreme 
Being dwells in the heart-cavity of a body along with the Jiva, 
the Lord is not subject to the undesirable experience of pleasure 
and pain. The characteristic of devouring the entire moveable and 
immoveable world is attributable to Brahman only. The Lord co¬ 
existing with the Jiva in a body, does enjoy the fruits of good 
deeds performed by the Jiva and offered to Him, but He is not 
liable to the experience of undesirable and inauspicious fruits of 
actions, done by the Jiva. The indwelling ruler in the eye of a 
being, and that in the sun is that Brahman only. The indwelling 
controlling spirit in all the beings is the Brahman only. Brahman 
is invisible, incomprehensible (fully), unoriginated, indescribable 
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(fully), imperishable and has no physical organs. The same body 
of Vedic literature, Rgveda and others, is looked upon as higher 
knowledge (para vidyd) if it is used in the quest of Brahman , and 
as lower knowledge (apara vidyd) otherwise. The term Aksara 
primarily denotes Brahman , but the term is found used in scriptures 
to denote Prakrti as well. Therefore, it is to be understood with 
reference to context. The term Vaisvdnara which commonly 
denotes fire and has the characteristics like 'being the digester', 
‘being the purifier’, ‘being the locus of oblations’, ‘indwellingness’ 
etc., primarily connotes Brahman because all these attributes are 
the characteristic marks of Brahman. 

If all the scriptural words commonly applied to other things, 
are to be understood as primarily conveying Brahman , then one 
may doubt whether all these words would become synonyms and 
the ordinary linguistic communication would be impossible; 
further, whether in the context of Vedic rituals, Indrasukta, 
Agnisukta, Varunasukta etc. would all be Brahmasukias only. No 
such difficulty is expected because eventhough the scriptural 
words primarily convey Brahman , they do not lose their ability 
to convey their respective referents according to the common 
language and lexicon. The knowledgeable people, knowing well 
that all the scriptural words primarily denote Brahman only, 
choose the proper words for worldly communication according 
to the sense assigned to them by language and ignore the other 
words. The ignorant ones use the words in the sense ascribed to 
them by traditional practice. 

Pdda 3 

The Supreme Being is the abode of the heaven, the earth and 
the rest. He is not only omnipresent but is abundance personified 
and has all transending glory. He pervades the space occupied by 
the earth, the heaven, between the two and beyond the two. He 
sustains the entire cosmos. He is eternally existent and He existed 
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before this creation. Such an all-pervasive and all-transcending 
Lord dwells in the heart-cavity of all beings and yet is free from 
sin, oldage, death, sorrow, hunger, thirst and so on. All the activities 
in the world are subject to the will and compliance of this Supreme 
Being. Knowing the Lord who is present in the middle of one’s 
own body, everyone can overcome fear in life. The Supreme 
Being, Who is all-knowing and Who dwells in the organs and the 
heart of every being, is the Self-effulgent leading light and 
accompanies theJ/Va during both the states of waking and sleeping. 
The term Brdhmana primarily connotes Brahman only, because 
that Person is described by the epithets like the lord of all, the 
controller of all, the ruler of all etc., which characteristics can be 
ascribed to Brahman only. 

Pada 4 

There are some words and phrases in scriptures, used solely 
to denote entities other than Brahman. It is difficult to inteipret 
such words and to show them as conveying Brahman, by ordinary 
methods of interpretation. For example, the term 'avyakta' 
popularly denotes the unmanifest Prakrti. But Prakrti, though 
unmanifest, always exists (i.e. it exists even before creation), in 
some form with its three qualities sattva, rajas and tamas, 
controlled by the indwelling Brahman. Therefore, the term avyakta 
primarily refers to Brahman abiding in Prakrti and secondarily 
to Prakrti. Similarly, the terms like JTva, Duhkhin, Buddha, Avara 
etc. primarily convey the Brahman abiding in them and having 
an overall control over the functioning of the properties denoted 
by these terms. An epithet can be applied to a person if he either 
possesses the properties denoted by the epithet or has an overall 
control over the functioning of those properties. For example, a 
king is said to have won the war evenif he has not actually fought 
in any battle. A doubt arises that in Brdhmana texts, which 
include names of sacrifices and their necessary accessories, if all 
the words are taken as connoting Brahman, the sentences would 
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carry no sense. The Sutrakara clarifies that evenif all the words 
primarily connote Brahman it would not interfere with the 
understanding of these texts as per conventional etymology, 
grammar, usage etc. Further, evenlhough the Supreme Being is 
one. He can be expressed by words in plural, because He can 
manifest in different forms. Similarly, though the Lord is the 
support ( cidhara) for all, He can be expressed by words signifying 
things contained ( adheya) in Brahman , because Brahman as the 
container is distinct from the forms of Brahman described as 
contained in the former. The maxim that the same thing cannot 
be both the container and the contained may be applicable to 
ordinary things, but Brahman is an exception and beyond common 
logic. 

In the cosmic evolution, il is told that Akasa originates from 
Brahman , Vayu from Akasa , Agni from Vayu and so on. It is also 
told that the terms Akasa , Vayu etc. all denote Brahman primarily. 
It amounts to saying that Brahman originates from Brahman , 
which is absurd. The Sutrakara explains that in the creation of 
Akasa, Vayu etc. in a succession, Paramdtman is the initial cause 
for the creation of Akasa, and after origniating Akasa He enters 
it as its indwelling controller and at every step from Akasa onwards, 
He enters the thing created as its indwelling controller, and becomes 
the intermediate and proximate cause for the next entity in the 
chain. So there should be no objection if Brahman is viewed both 
as the cause and the effect. Therefore, the terms like Akasa, Vayu 
can convey Brahman despite their being in a cause and effect 
relationship. 

The words get their denotative power ( ahhidhasakti) through 
usage ( rudhi ) and etymology ( yoga ). Scriptural words primarily 
denoting Brahman, when diverted for use in worldly transactions 
acquire the sanction of usage and etymology. But they are not 
homonyms. Two levels of primary denotation are understood. 
Words refer to worldly things in their primary sense ( mukhyavrtti ) 
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based on usage ( rudhi ) and etymology ( yoga ). The same words 
denote Brahman in their highest primary sense 
(paramamukhyavrtti) based on mahayogavrtti and vidvadriidhi. 

The feminine words like Prakrti. StrT, Yoni etc. also connote 
Brahman only. Even the words like Sunya (void), asal (non¬ 
existent), abhctva (non-existence), tuccha (worthless) etc. which 
do not have a positive referent and have a sense of total negation, 
are applied to Brahman , not in the sense in which they are 
ordinarily understood, but in their esoteric etymological senses. 

Thus, Brahman can be known only through scriptures, by 
critically interpreting them and by knowing that all the words 
therein convey the innumerable attributes of Brahman only, in 
their highest primary sense. 

Adhyaya II 

In the preceding first Adhyaya, the Sutrakdra has shown how 
the scriptures convey the Supreme Being and disclose Him as the 
author of creation, governance and destruction of the sentient and 
insentient world. In this second Adhyaya. he confirms the 
conclusion reached in the first one, by refuting and clearing all 
possible objections and contradictions against his doctrine, from 
other orthodox or heretical doctrines as well as from some apparent 
conflicts in the Sruti texts themselves. 

Pada 1 

Smrti is a scriptural text composed by a historically known 
credible author. But some Smrtis accept Brahman as the author 
of this world while some others do not. Those Smrtis, which do 
not accept the authorship of Brahman are to be rejected. The 
Srutis, and the Smrtis faithful to them, are to be held valid evenif 
certain benefits promised by them are not always realizable. 
Srutis cannot be held invalid on account of some apparent irrational 
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statements in them. Srutis are held eternal, superhuman and as 
having intrinsic validity. 

Non-existence ( asat ) cannot be the cause of the world. The 
Sruti statements telling that the world sprang from non-existence, 
only mean that the world has a beginning. Similarly, the other 
theories holding JTva, Pradhana, Stinya, Kdla , Svabhdva etc. as 
the cause of creation, which are not countenanced by and are 
opposed to Vedas , stand refuted. Inferences would be acceptable 
only if they have supporting evidences of perception or dgama, 
but not universally. Evenif the Sruti talks of JTva attaining 
Brahmanhood and becoming one with Brahman in the released 
state, it does not mean that there is no distinction between JTva 
and Brahman because the oneness talked of is the oneness of co¬ 
existence, as seen in ordinary experience when water is mixed 
with water. Brahman is the one and the only independent cause 
of creation. There is no other independent accessory required by 
Brahman for creation. The Supreme Being sportingly creates the 
world using other accessories under His control. He can create 
a world out of nothing. B. N. K. Sharma remarks that “He could 
bring into existence a universe not unlike the one with which we 
are now familiar, without the aid of a pre-existent matter or souls. 
But the fact remains that He has not, in His infinite wisdom, 
chosen to do so. And our philosophy has necessarily to take note 
of this and respect it. Similarly, He does not choose to destroy 
the eternal existence of matter and souls and other entities, even 
though they are all dependent on Him”Though Jlvas have some 
freedom of action to complete the task undertaken, his agency 
(i kartrtva ) is dependent on and derived from Brahman, and therefore 
JTva cannot be credited with the status of the independent creator 
of the world. According to Sruti, the Supreme Being can possess 
strange and mutually exclusive attributes and powers in all matters 
and at all times, which can defy common logic. The Supreme 
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Being creates the world without any motive of gaining anything 
for Himself. The creation is a sporting act ( lUdkaivalyam) of 
Brahman. It is not an act for the sake of pleasure but that, which 
flows from pleasure. The Lord cannot be blamed for the disparity 
and cruelty in the world. The Supreme Being favours everyone 
not equally but equitably. The inequalities in the world are due 
to the basic diversity of natures ( svabhava) and capabilities of 
JTvas. The beauty of nature {srsti ) lies in its diversity. Thus, there 
is nothing illogical in conceiving Brahman as the abode of all 
auspicious attributes like omniscience, omnipotence, bliss etc. 
and devoid of any blemishes like grief, enmity etc., since the same 
has been expressly stated and demonstrated in the Sruti. 

Pada 2 

The tenets about creation advanced by various rival doctrines 
and schools namely, the NirTsvarasbhkhya, Sesvarasdhkhya , 
Cdrvdka , Nydya-Vaisesika, various shades of Buddhism like 
Vaibhdsika, Sautrdntika, Mddhyamika and Yogdcdra , the Jainism , 
the Pasupata and Sdkta schools are to be discarded. 

Pdda 3 

Creation is of two types. Conventionally creation signifies the 
origination of a thing, which did not exist earlier ( abhutvdbhavana ). 
A thing is what its characteristics are. Therefore, if an existing 
thing or person is empowered to have a new characteristic, then 
a thing or person of that new characteristic can be said to have 
been created ( parddhmavisesdpti ). The term Akasa conveys empty 
space ( avydkrtdkdsa ) and the element ether ( bhutakasa ), which 
is an exceedingly fine matter filling the empty space. The term 
also stands for the controlling deities of these entities. All these 
four referents of the term Akasa are created. The element ether 
is created in the sense of abhutvdbhavana, and the other three 
which are eternal by nature, are also considered as created in the 
sense of parddhinavisesapti. The characteristic of empty space is 
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its ability to accommodate corporeal things in it. The concept of 
empowering the empty space to hold things, is creating corporeal 
things and thereby enabling empty space to hold them. Air is 
created in the sense of abhiitvdbhavana and its controlling deity 
Mukhyaprdma, an eternal JTva , is created in the sense of 
paradhTnavisesdpti. One should not doubt that Brahman also 
may have been created likewise. The Brahman is absolutely 
unoriginated. The Supreme Being is the primary cause of creation 
of fire (Agni ), water (Ap) and earth ( PrthivT ). He only is the 
destroyer of the created world. The order of dissolution of these 
created elements is in the reverse of the order of evolution. There 
is no exception to this general rule. But the Supreme Being 
Himself is not subject to retraction and extinction. 

JTva, the knower in a body originates from the Supreme Being 
only. But JTva is intrinsically eternal and it is considered as 
originated in the sense of paradhlnavisesapti whenever he acquires 
a body. JTva is of atomic size and abides in the heart of the body 
he occupies and functions throughout that body. Though JTva is 
an indivisible unit of atomic size, in some rare cases of highly 
placed yogins, the JTva can function through many bodies 
simultaneously as though JTva splits into many parts. There are 
a number of scriptural texts, which declare that the JTvdtman is 
different from the Paramdlman. There are also a number of texts, 
which advocate that JTvdtman is non-different from Paramdtmati. 
Therefore, the Indian philosophers have been debating 
inconclusively from antiquity, whether JTvdtman is different or 
non-different from Paramdtman. However, Badarayanavyasa gives 
his verdict here that the JTvdtman is different from Paramdtman. 
He further explains that the texts, which appear to indicate the 
non-difference between the two, are to be understood as telling 
that JTva has for his essence of being such attributes as intelligence 
and bliss, resembling those of Paramdtman. JTva with his essential 
discriminative attributes is eternal. Though intelligence and bliss 
are the intrinsic attributes of JTva, they remain latent during the 
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state of samsdra and become manifest after liberation. JTva has 
some freedom of action. But the accomplishment of the task that 
he undertakes depends on some factors beyond his control as 
well. Nevertheless, JTva has a contribution in the accomplishment 
or otherwise of a task and he has to own up credit or discredit 
for that. Further. JTva is an amsa of Brahman. Since Brahman is 
partless, JTva cannot be a physical part of Brahman as the spark 
is of fire. JTva is said to be an amsa of Brahman since JTva, though 
being inferior to Brahman , has a few attributes resembling those 
of Brahman. Paramatman’s incarnations in the world are also 
called as His amsas, but they differ from JTvas. An incarnation 
can exercise all the powers of Paramatman. Just as the JTva is 
called an amsa of Brahman on account of his having a few 
attributes resembling those of Brahman, JTva is also understood 
as the Lord’s reflected image, pratibimba, for the same reason. 
Though JTvas are the amsas or the reflected images of the same 
Brahman, yet there is disparity in the world, and that is due to 
the beginningless basic discriminative attributes of JTvas. 

Pada 4 

The sense-organs, the mind and the speech of the body-mind 
complex of living beings, are originated from the Supreme Being. 
The cognitive sense-organs are minute in essence, but they are 
able to radiate and pervade beyond their position. The chief vital 
breath or force i.e. the Mukhyaprdna is also originated. This 
Mukhyaprdna depends on the Paramatman as the sense-organs 
do, but unlike the sense-organs, which are instruments of JTva, 
functioning at the will and pleasure of JTva, the Mukhyaprdna is 
not an instrument of JTva. Since the Mukhyaprdna is subservient 
to Paramatman and works independent of JTva, the Mukhyaprdna 
is credited with intermediate sovereignty. He has five forms with 
which he performs five functions in a living body viz. Prana , 
Apana, Vydna, Udana and Samdna. Mukhyaprdna is of atomic 
size in the living bodies and he is pervasive in the form of Vdyu 
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(air) outside the living bodies. The sense-organs are subservient 
to Paramdtman only, Who enables the Jlvas to use them, but they 
are figuratively described as the instruments of JTva on account 
of eternal association between the JTva and the sense-organs. The 
twelve sense-organs which function at the will and pleasure of 
the JTva , are only taken as the organs of the JTva; but Mukhyaprdna 
who functions independent of the JTva, is not considered as an 
organ of JTvci. 


The fashioning of the world of names and forms proceeds 
from Brahman only and not from the Brahma or Hironyagarblia; 
the latter is only an intermediate author acting on the authority 
delegated to him by the Supreme Being. All the substances are 
the products of the three elements fire, water and earth, through 
the process of tripartite combination. Therefore, the physical bodies 
of living beings are composed of these three elements. Whatever 
is hard in the body is earth, that which is liquid is water and that 
which is warm is fire. When a product such as flesh is said to 
be composed of earth; it does not mean that it has no water or 
warmth but it only signifies the preponderance of that particular 
element earth in that product. 

Brahmasiitras and Vivartavada 

The Vivartavada or Kevalddvaita doctrine advocated by 
Sahkardcdrya holds Brahman as existing in two stages viz. nirgnna 
(i.e. without qualifications) and saguna (i.e. with qualifications). 
The “ultimate reality is pure intelligence, cin-mdtra , devoid of 
all forms. Brahman is devoid of qualities” 1 . “ Brahman , associated 
with the principle of mdyd or creative power, is Isvara who is 
engaged in creating and maintaining the world” 2 . But 
Brahmasiitras do not appear to subscribe to this two-stage theory 
of Brahman. The Sdtrakdra defines Brahman as the creator, 


1 SRK. p 31. 

2 SRK. p. 30. 
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sustainer and destroyer etc. of the world. The word mdva is no 
where seen used in these two Adhydyas. Then, throughout the first 
Adhyaya he illustrates how all the words in Vedas go to describe 
some of the innumerable auspicious attributes of Brahman. He 
holds only one Brahtnan and that too a qualified ( saguna) Brahman. 
V. S. Ghate remarks: “The distinction between the higher and 
the lower Brahman not finding any support in the sutras , it 
naturally follows that the idea of tndya in the sense in which 
Sankara understands it cannot have any place in the doctrine of 
the Siitrakdra"'. 

Another important tenet of Vivartavada is the phenomenal 
appearance of the world. ‘ ‘The world is like a dream or an illusory 
cognition. It exists as it is perceived. It has Brahman for its basis. 
The concrete appearances are impositions on this unchanging 
reality” 1 2 3 . But the Sutrakdra does not appear to hold this view. 
He defines Brahman as the creator of the world. Then in the 
second Adhyaya (Pada 3) he tells how Brahman creates the 
elements Akasa, Vdyu etc. in a succession and during dissolution 
how He retracts the created elements in the reverse order. The 
concept of superimposition is nowhere seen in these sutras. Under 
these sutras, Sahkaracdrya discusses whether Akasa was created 
first or Tejas was created first. But if Akasa etc. are all superimposed 
on Brahman (as advocated by him) then the question of priority 
or order of creation becomes a non-issue. 

The most important tenet of Vivartavada is its concept about 
the nature of individual soul, JTva. It holds that “the individual 
self is a phenomenon while the truth is Brahman" 11 . Brahman 
only appears as JTva on account of Brahman ’s contact with the 
limiting adjuncts. And JTva is all-pervasive. JTva is inactive by 
nature but becomes active when it is connected with its adjuncts. 


1 VSG. p. 160. 

2 SRK. p. 34. 

3 SRK. p. 36. 
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But the Sutrakara appears to hold different views. He has 
established in the second Adhyaya (Pada 3) as follows. Jiva is 
intrinsically eternal and is considered as originated whenever he 
acquires a body. Jiva is of atomic size and abides in the heart of 
the body, he occupies, and functions throughout the body. Jiva 
has freedom of action to some extent. Jiva is different from 
Brahman. The words like a iky a, ahheda , advaita or any synonyms 
of them, are nowhere seen used, in the context of Jiva. 

Thus, I do not find any support for or reference to the 
Vivartavada. in these siitras. S. N. Dasgupta observes that, 
“judging by the siitras alone, it does not seem to me that the 
Brahma-sutra supports the philosophical doctrine of Sankara, and 
there are some siitras which Sankara himself interpreted in a 
dualistic manner’’ 1 . V. S. Ghate concludes that “Sankara's doctrine 
is out of count so far as the siitras are concerned, whatever be 
its value as a philosophical system, and whatever be its merit as 
an attempt to draw a system from the Upanisads'' 2 . Further, 1 find 
that Sankaracarya only has disagreed with many siitras. Vacaspati 
Misra, Saiikaracarya’s disciple, has defended him by saying that 3 
“the siitras have to be overruled and otherwise interpreted if they 
conflict with the Srutis". Many siitras are treated by Saiikaracarya 
as the Purvapaksa-siitras without any indicatory words like cet 
or iti cet in them, and then refuted on the strength of a letter 'tu' 
or 'ca' in a subsequent siitra. Commentators like George Thibaut, 
V. S. Ghate, S. Radhakrishnan and B. N. K. Sharma have all 
raised their eyebrows in surprise and thereby euphemistically 
expressed their disapproval for such a treatment of siitras 4 . 

The Sutrakara has refuted the tenets of Sahkhya-darsana in 
as many as ten siitras at the outset in the second Pada of the 

1 HIP. II. p. 2 

2 VSG. p. 162. 

3 BNK. I. p. 98. 

4 VSG. p. 88. SRK. p. 408, BNK. II. p. 230. 
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second Adhydya, along with the refutation of other rival schools. 
Yet Sankaracarya has interpreted a number of other sutras time 
and again as refuting the claim of Sahkhya-Pradhdna to be the 
author of the world thereby rendering the sutras redundant. V. 
S. Ghate appears to have been forced to remark that “Sankara’s 
interpretation unnecessarily brings in the Pradhana’''. 

Under some sutras Sankaracarya discusses the concepts of 
cause and effect, efficient cause and material cause etc., which 
form a part of Parindmavada and have little relevance in 
Vivartavada. I find that wherever Sankaracarya has advocated the 
Kevaladvaita doctrine, it is based on Upanisads and not on 
Brahmasutras. This reveals that Badarayana Vyasa and 
Sankaracarya evidently hold different views on the purport Vedas. 

R. D. Karmarkar remarks 1 2 : “Sankara firmly believes that the 
Brahma-sutras could not possibly be preaching a philosophy 
different from that in the Upanisads. The Brahmasutras therefore 
have got to be looked at, only in the light of the exposition in 
the Sruti. That is why Sankara in the case of about a dozen sutras, 
first gives what may appear to be a natural interpretation and then 
offers his supplementary remarks. This may appear to be audacious 
on the part of Sankara, but it was quite necessary—This shows 
that Vivartavada relies heavily on Upanisads. But S. 
Radhakrishnan’s observations about Upanisads in general, are 
quite revealing. He says: “It is not easy to decide what the 
Upanisads teach. Modem students of the Upanisads read them 
in the light of this or that preconceived theory. Men are so little 
accustomed to trust their own judgement that they take refuge in 
authority and tradition. Though these are safe enough guides for 
conduct and life, truth requires insight and judgement as well. A 
large mass of opinion inclines today to the view of Sankara, who 
in his commentaries on the Upanisads, the Bhagavadgita and the 


1 VSG. p. 55. 

2 Srtbhasya- RDK. !. p. xxxv. 
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Vedantasutras , has elaborated a highly subtle system of non- 
dualistie metaphysics. Another is equally vehement that Sankara 
has not said the last word on the subject, and that a philosophy 
of love and devotion is the logical outcome of the leaching of the 
Upanisads. Different commentators starting with particular beliefs, 
force their views into the Upanisads and strain their language so 
as to make it consistent with their own special doctrines. When 
disputes arise, all schools turn to the Upanisads. Thanks to the 
obscurity as well as the richness, the mystic haze as well as the 
suggestive quality of the Upanisads, the interpreters have been 
able to use them in the interests of their own religion and 
philosophy. The Upanisads had no set theory of philosophy or 
dogmatic scheme of theology to propound. They hint at the truth 
in life, but not as yet in science or philosophy. So numerous are 
their suggestions of truth, so various are their guesses at God, that 
almost anybody may seek in them what he wants and find what 
he seeks, and every school of dogmatics may congratulate itself 
on finding its own doctrine in the sayings of the Upanisads. In 
the history of thought it has often happened that a philosophy has 
been victimized by a traditional interpretation that became 
established at an early date, and has thereafter prevented critics 
and commentators from placing it in its proper perspective”'. His 
remarks about forcing the abstract monism on the Upanisads are 
worth noting. He says 1 2 : “There is hardly any suggestion in the 
Upanisads that the entire universe of change is a baseless fabric 
of fancy, a mere phenomenal show or a world of shadows. The 
artistic and poet souls of the Upanisads lived always in the world 
of nature and never cared to fly out of it. The Upanisads do not 
teach that life is a nightmare and the world is a barren nothing. 
Rather is it pulsating and throbbing with the rhythm of the world 
harmony. The world is God’s revelation of Himself. His joy 
assumes all these forms. But there is a popular view which identifies 


1 IPR. I. p. 139, 140. 

2 IPR. I. p. 186. 
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ihe Upanisad doctrine with an abstract monism, which reduces 
the rich life of this world into an empty dream”. However, the 
scope of this study is to know the purport of Vedas including 
Upanisads and other supplementary scriptures, regarding the 
concept of Brahman as expressed in the Brahma-sutras. 

Brahmasiitras and Visistadvaitavada 

The Visistadvaita doctrine advocated by Ramanujacarya, tries 
to reconcile various statements in the Upanisads referring to unity 
and plurality between the Supreme Being and the sentient and 
insentient world. Ramanujacarya holds that the Supreme Being, 
Brahman or Visnu, possesses all the auspicious qualities and is 
free from all impurities; He is all-knowing, all-pervading, all- 
powerful, all-merciful, all-blissful and free from all limitations of 
time, space and causality. The doctrine holds that the individual 
soul, JTva, is not mere consciousness but the knower, has the 
power to act and in its pristine purity it possesses some auspicious 
qualities resembling those of Brahman but to a limited extent. 
JTva is atomic in size and has no power whatsoever on the 
movements of the world. JTvas are infinite in number. JTva suffers 
on account of ignorance of Brahman. Right knowledge of Brahman 
results in devotion ( bhakti ) towards Brahman. JTva can get salvation 
only through bhakti. Even in liberation, JTva does not lose its 
individuality. 

Ramanujacarya further holds that the inanimate matter (acil) 
and the sentient individual souls (cit) are different from Brahman 
and they are considered as forming the body of Brahman. Brahman 
who controls this body, is considered as the soul of this body. 
The inanimate matter and individual souls are considered as 
attributes or qualities ( visesana ) of Brahman , and Brahman himself 
is taken as the qualified ( visesya ) entity. Ramanujacarya argues 
that a visesana has to be different from the visesya and at the same 
time the visesana cannot exist by itself separately. Thus, there is 
unity or inseparability ( aprthak-siddhi ) between a substance and 



568 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 


| Findings] 


its attributes, but there is no identity between them. The complex 
whole ( visista ) in which the Visesva i.e. Brahman and the Visesanas 
viz. inanimate matter and the individual souls, are included is 
spoken of as a unity. This concept is the speciality of 
Ramanujacarya's doctrine and the doctrine derives its name 
‘Visistadvaitavada’ from this concept. 

Ramanujaearya interprets the sutras in the light of these tenets. 
But the concept of Brahman having the inanimate matter and 
sentient individual souls as His body, is nowhere indicated in the 
surras. 

Ramanujaearya also holds that an attribute is a part (amsa) 
of the qualified substance. Similarly he explains the unity or 
inseparability between Brahman and His attributes, matter and 
souls, as well as the difference between them. However, there is 
a danger in this hypothesis. The qualifier and the qualified are 
interchangeable, as for example (i) the blue flower or (ii) the 
blueness of the flower. Therefore, it may also mean that Brahman 
depends for His existence on matter and souls, and Brahman may 
be an amsa of Jiva or inanimate matter. It restricts the existence 
of Brahman to the realm of matter and souls. This position is not 
acceptable to Brahmasutras. The sutras hold that the Supreme 
Being is immanent in the world and that He transcends it as well. 
The sutras hold only JTva as an amsa of Brahman , but not inanimate 
matter (as seen here). 

In his ontology, Ramanujaearya holds that Brahman is both 
the operative cause and the material cause of the world. Brahman 
has for its body the whole world of sentient and insentient things 
in both the modes, one evolved as names and forms and the other 
as unevolved. The manifest world is the effect and the unmanifest 
state is the cause. Thus, what changes from subtle to gross state 
is the insentient factor which has no separate existence apart from 
Brahman , and Brahmacaitanya does not transform itself into the 
world. Ramanujaearya appears to admit here that Prakrti exists 
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eternally as a dependent material principle and that Prakrti is the 
material cause of the world, and pure Brahmacaitanya is the 
operative cause. 

Ramanujacarya belongs to a tradition of devotion ( bhakti- 
mdrga) towards a personal Supreme Being, Visnu. That tradition 
believes that the Supreme Being is different from and far superior 
to all the Jivas. According to Ramanujacarya, salvation is only 
through bhakti. Without bhakti , mere knowledge cannot lead us 
to moksa. One can develop bhakti by performing the prescribed 
duties and obtaining right knowledge of Brahman from the study 
of the sdstras and the Veddntasutras. He has advocated a doctrine 
which tries to explain both the types of statements in the Upanisads , 
one declaring unity and the other asserting difference between the 
Supreme Being and the world of matter and souls. He has severely 
criticized the Kevaladvaita doctrine advocated by Sankaracarya 
in his commentary on the sutras, and yet has interpreted most of 
the sutras more or less on the same lines, but in the light of his 
doctrine. However, 1 find that his attempt is unconvincing. 

Brahmasutras and the Dvaitavada 

Madhvacarya's interpretations of the Brahmasutras appear, 
by and large, more convincing. He seems to have come out of 
the influence of the older interpretations and has taken a fresh 
look at the sutras. What strikes in his interpretations is that he 
quotes appropriate extracts from a large range of Sruti , Smrti and 
Purdnas. At many places, the extract appears as though it is an 
interpretation of the surra itself or the surra could have been 
composed on the basis of that particular text. The conclusions of 
sutras in Adhydya 1 and II given above, are according to 
Madhvacarya’s interpretations, as elucidated by RaghavendratTrtha. 

A question that naturally arises here is, if this is so, how the 
modern intelligentsia has failed to take note of it. S. N. Dasgupta 
answers this question. He says: “Of the controversy between the 
monists of the Sankara school and the dualists of the Madhva 
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school, most people are ignorant of the Madhva side of the case, 
though there are many who may be familiar with the monistic 
point of view”'. Even if some lake note of it, they appear to have 
made a perfunctory reference to it. To add to this predicament, 
Madhvacarya’s Brahmasutrabhasya is difficult to understand 
without the elucidations by later pontiffs. 

George Thibaut also indicates the mental blocks in the modem 
intellectuals. He says: ‘ ‘The Sahkara-bhasya further is the authority 
most generally deferred to in India as to the right understanding 
of the Veddnta-sutras and ever since Sankara’s time the majority 
of the best thinkers of India have been men belonging to his 
school. But to the European- or generally, modern-translator 
of the Veddntasiitras with Sankara’s commentary another question 
will of course suggest itself at once, viz. whether or not Sankara’S 
explanations faithfully render the intended meaning of the author 
of the sutras. To the Indian Pandit of Sankara’s school this 
question has become an indifferent one, or, to state the case more 
accurately, he objects to its being raised, as he looks on Sankara’s 
authority as standing above doubt and dispute” 1 2 . Thus, for many 
a modem intellectual, Sankarabhasya is the last word on the 
subject. 

Another unsubstantiated belief among the modern scholars is 
that Vedanta , in the sense of the essence of Vedas, is synonymous 
with the Upanisads. It is evident from such remarks: “The 
Brahmasutra is the exposition of the philosophy of the 
Upanisads ” 3 , “All schools of Vedanta claim to be based on 
Upanisads ” 4 , and “Sankara firmly believes that the Brahmasutras 
could not possibly be preaching a philosophy different from that 
in the Upanisads" 5 . As a result, the scholars find fault with 


1 HIP. IV. p. viii. 

2 VST. p. XV. 

3 SRK. p. 21. 

4 OIP. p. 336. 

5 Sribhasya- RDK. p. XXXV. 
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Madhvacarya’s interpretations and remark that, for example, ‘the 
scriptural passages he (Madhvacarya) refers to for discussion 
more often belong to the Sarhhitas than to the Upanisads, a 
procedure, which can be easily explained by the fact that it is very 
difficult for him to find in the Upanisads a support for his own 
doctrine” 1 . But the word ‘ antah ’ in the compound ‘ Vedantah ’ can 
mean both (i) the essence and (ii) the last portion. The Upanisads 
are known as Vedanta because they are appended to the Vedas 
at the end, just as the metaphysics of Aristotle owes its name to 
its being placed after physics 2 3 . Upanisads do contain some Vedic 
truths but Vedanta transcends Upanisads. S. Radhakrishnan’s 
observations on the Upanisads quoted above 1 , show the extent of 
obscurity in the Upanisads. Evidently, it is a misunderstanding 
to assume the Upanisads as THE VEDANTA. Madhvacarya 
appears to expect the scholars who discuss Vedanta, to know 
Vedas also, and Vedas include Sarhhitas. His commentary does 
not appear to be addressed to novices. 

Madhvacarya quotes extracts from Smrtis like the Epics and 
the Puranas also. Some modem scholars think that these are after 
all ‘cock and bull stories’, and therefore they doubt how far the 
extracts could be relied upon in a serious discussion on Vedanta. 
But one should know that the Upanisads consider these as the 
fifth Veda. Even in the so-called ‘cock and bull stories’, the story 
may be about a cock or a bull, but the moral behind the story is 
a serious truth. The legends in the Epics and Puranas are meant 
to drive home the Vedic truths i.e. Vedanta to the masses, since 
the study of Vedas and Vedanta do not fall within their scope. 
Mahabharata considers the study of Epics and Puranas as a 
necessary supplement to that of Vedas. It says: ‘‘One should 
amplify the Veda by ltihdsa and Parana ; The Veda is afraid of 
one of little learning (fearing), ‘This one would be distorting 


1 VSG. p. 156. 

2 OIP. p. 51. 

3 See p. 565, 566, 567 ante. 
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me”’ 1 2 . So there is nothing wrong in referring to extracts from 
Epics and Purcinas. It is to be noted that the Bhagavaciglta, so 
fondly treated as one of the pillars of Vedanta ( PrasthanatrayT) 
alongside the Upanisads and Brahmasiitras, is a legendary 
conversation from an Epic only. S. N. Dasgupta observes: “It is 
highly probable that at least one important school of ideas regarding 
the philosophy of the Upanisads and the Brahamsutra was 

preserved in the Puranic tradition-it may be believed that the 

views of the Vedanta , as found in the Purcinas and the 
BhagavadgTta, present, at least in a general manner, the oldest 
outlook of the philosophy of the Upanisads and the 
Brahamsulras'' '. Madhvacarya deserves to be lauded for his ability 
to refer to such a wide range of scriptures. It is unfair if somebody 
finds fault with him on the same count. 

There is another difficulty with these references to a wide 
range of scriptures. It is difficult to trace all of them to the original 
source books, many of them being non-exlant. Therefore, some 
of the modern scholars doubt the bonafides of these quotations. 
But the point to be noted is that the senior disciples of Madhvacarya 
like Padmanabhatlrtha, Naraharitlrtha, Trivikramapanditacarya, 
and Acyutapreksa (the former preceptor of Madhvacarya) etc. 
were all earlier erudite Advaitins who became his disciples only 
after protracted disputations. All of them cannot be expected to 
be so naive as to accept a new system or faith based on spurious 
texts. History records a disputation between Vidyaranya alias 
Madhavacarya and AksobhyatTrtha, a direct disciple of 
Madhvacarya, in which the former is said to have lost 3 . But 
Madhavacarya is not reported to have raised this question of 
spurious base of Madhvacarya’s doctrine. On the contrary, in his 

1 M Wj ydbNfa II (Mbh. 1-1-273) 

(SrTbhasya- RDK. p. 109). 

2 HIP. Ill, p. 496. 

3 HDSV I. p. 300. 



[Findings! 


BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASLTRAS 


573 


Sarvadarsanasariigraha, Madhavacarya gives an honourable place 
to this doctrine as Purnaprajhadarsana. Therefore now, after 
seven centuries, it is unfair to doubt the bonafides of Madhvacarya’s 
quotations. Moreover, history records that his library of rare 
collections was ransacked by his doctrinal adversaries and some 
valuable books were robbed 1 . 

The doctrine advocated by Madhvacarya is generally dubbed 
as dvaitci or dualism. It is not a correct description of the doctrine 
if that word conveys the recognition of two independent principles 
in the world. Along with the beginningless Brahman, the Supreme 
Being, Madhvacarya does accept the beginningless existence of 
Prakrti, innumerable JTvas, their intrinsic nature, their karmas, 
time etc. 2 . Sankaracarya also accepts the beginningless existence 
of Prakrti, JTvas, Karma etc. According to him, “at the end of 
each of the world periods called kalpas, the Lord retracts the 
whole world; the material world is merged in the non-distinct 
Prakrti while the individual souls free for the time from actual 
connection with their upadhis or adjuncts, lie in deep sleep, as 
it were. But as the consequences of their former deeds are not 
yet exhausted, they re-enter embodied existence when the Lord 
sends forth a new world’’ 3 . But unlike the Sankhya-Yoga, Nyaya- 
Vaisesika and Jaina doctrines, Madhvacarya’s doctrine does not 
accept their independent existence. They, the Prakrti, JTvas etc. 
all owe their existence to and are subservient to Him. The Supreme 
Being is capable of creating the world even without these 4 . But 
He has not chosen to do so. Thus, Madhvacarya holds the existence 
of only one independent principle and therefore this doctrine may 
be called as Monotheism. 


1 CiVN. p. 244. 

2 ^ nfcl * nfcr II 

(Bhag. 2-10-12) (M. BSB. 2-1-37) 

3 SRK. p. 36 

4 PHM. p. 28. 
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The Nature and Attributes of Brahman 
according to Brahmasutras 

Brahman , according to sutras. is that sentient principle which 
evolves, governs and withdraws the world. That Supreme Being, 
Paramatman, is comprehensible only through scriptures. He 
possesses innumerable auspicious attributes. All the words in 
scriptures try to convey His glory. Words fall short to describe 
His majesty. Therefore, He is said to be beyond words. He is the 
source of sustenance for all. He is bliss personified. The insentient 
material elements and objects owe their properties to Him and the 
bodily organs and functions of sentient beings owe their capabilities 
to Him. He is the inner controller of all and dwells in the heart- 
cavity of all beings and co-exists with Jlvas. He enjoys the good 
deeds performed by the Jlvas, but is not subject to the undesirable 
experience of pleasure and pain. He is immanent in the world, 
but is invisible, incomprehensible (fully), unoriginated, 
indescribable (fully), imperishable and has no physical organs. He 
pervades the earth, the heaven and the rest, between them and 
beyond them. He is the abode, the support of them and sustains 
the entire cosmos. He is abundance personified and has all 
transcending glory. He exists eternally. Though this all- 
transcending Lord dwells in the heart of all beings. He is free from 
sin, oldage, death, sorrow, hunger, thirst and so on. All the activities 
in the world are subject to the will and compliance of this Supreme 
Being. He evolves the entities in the cosmos in a succession. He 
creates a thing and enters it as its indwelling controller, and 
becomes the cause for the creation of the next entity in the chain. 
Thus, He is the direct cause of creation of everything in the world. 

The Lord needs no other independent accessories to evolve 
the world. He can create a world out of nothing. He has strange 
and mutually exclusive attributes and powers in all matters and 
at all limes, which can defy common logic. He sportingly creates 
the world using some accessories under His control. He has no 
motive of gaining anything from this creation. Creation is not an 
act for the sake of pleasure, but that which flows from His 
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pleasure. He evolves the elements Akdsa, Vayu etc. and their 
controlling deities. He evolves the elements in an order. Akafa, 
Vayu and so on. and dissolves them in the reverse of that order. 
Along with the empty space, time and Prakrti, an innumerable 
number of Jlvas having atomic size, eternally exist, with their 
intrinsic nature, capabilities and Karma. Jlvas are said to be 
created by the Supreme Being, when they get their physical 
bodies. Jlvas are different from Paramdtman. But in their pristine 
form, Jlvas have such attributes as intelligence and bliss, resembling 
those of Paramdtman. These intrinsic attributes, intelligence and 
bliss, remain latent during the state of samsdra and become 
manifest after liberation. Even after liberation, Jlvas retain their 
individual identity, and enjoy their pristine bliss. Though all the 
activities in the world are subject to the will and compliance of 
the Supreme Being, He allows some freedom of action to Jlvas. 
They perform the allotted deeds within the available means and 
earn credit or discredit according to their contributions. In the 
world, the Lord favours all, not equally but equitably according 
to their merits ana demerits. Therefore, the Supreme Being cannot 
be blamed for the disparity in the world. 

Thus the Supreme Being, conceivable by human beings, 
possesses abundance of innumerable auspicious qualities 
(sarvagunapurnatva) and is free from all limitations and blemishes 
(nirdosatva) 1 . He pervades and transcends without limit the time, 
space and attributes 2 . No one else in the world can claim such 
attributes. 


That Brahman is Visnu only 

Such an all-pervasive, all-knowing and all-powerful Brahman , 
described above is traditionally worshipped and propitiated as 
Visnu or Narayana. Ramanujacarya and Madhvacarya agree on 
this point. Yaska holds that the term Visnu is derived from the root 
'vis' (to pervade), or 'vis ' (to enter, to indwell) or ‘ vyas ’ {vi + as) 

1 HR — I (AV. 3-2-18) (PHM. p. 329). 

2 %5ict: goitre fou tn — i (GT. 2-17) (PHM. p. 329). 
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(to occupy) 1 . So, the word Visnu means the one who is all pervasive 
and therefore it signifies Braltman only. All branches of Sdstra 
viz. Sruti , Smrti , Itihdsa and Parana corroborate this concept. For 
example, Rgveda Samhitd avers that “the highest is Visnu’s 
abode; it is perceived by the liberated souls’ ’ 2 . Aitareya Brdhmana 
tells that “among gods Agni is the lowest and Visnu is the highest; 
in between come all other gods” 3 . Kathopanisad states that “he 
attains the end of the road i.e. the very supreme goal; and that 
is the highest place of Visnu” 4 . In BhagavadgTtd, Lord Krsna, an 
incarnation of Visnu, declares, “O Arjuna, there is nothing 
whatsoever beyond me” 5 . In the well-known Purusasukta , which 
asserts that “The Supreme Being ( Purusa ) who has thousands of 
heads, eyes and legs, pervades the world from all sides and 
transcends it by a measure of ten fingers” 6 , the term Purusa 
undoubtedly stands for Brahman. The same word Purusa is 
mentioned twice (14 th & 406 th ) in the Visnusahasrandmastotra 7 . 
Moreover, all Vedic rituals and all Vedic religious functions start 
with the chanting of the twenty-four names of Visnu only. Verses 
in praise of Visnu’s supremacy appear in plenty, not only in 
Bhdgavatapurdna and Visnupurdna but in many other Purdnas as 
well. Harivariisa sums up and says: “In the Vedas, the Rdmayana, 
the Mahdbharata and the Purdnas, Visnu’s glories are sung, at the 
beginning, at the end and in the middle” 8 . Madhvacarya observes 
that the term Brahman signifies Visnu only 9 . 

☆ ii ☆ 


1 aw nfefant i fawjfSfafofi i xii-18) 

(DNS. p. 127). 

2 nfewit: MMPd I (RV. 1-22-20) (DNS. p. 46). 

3 ^4Hi*r4*il frap wn i ^ai: i <a.b. i-i) (DNS. p. 33). 

4 nteCH: WRIHllrl dfeaiTt: 9*4 9^3.1 (Katha. Up.- SG. 1-3-9). 

5 Rrl: 'TOtf >*139 I (BG. 7-7). 

6 tntmfhn 359 : *T?*T9Tcij h hW 3T9isc9fciBii4ii*pqji 

(RV. 10-90-1) 

7 Mbh. Anusiisanupan>a Chapter 149. (DNS. p. 115). 

8 ^9 3rNt i 9 ^ 4)97). 

(Harivariis a 3-13 2-95) (M. BSB. 1-1-1). 

9 95J ( m. BSB. l-l-l). 




About the Book -^ 

Brahrrm sutras are the central text of Vedanta Philosopy. I he 
Sutras are arranged in four chapters. The firsl one is called Saman- 
vayadhyaya in which Nhastrasamauvnya in Brahman is achieved In 
the second chapter known as Avirodhadhyaya* the views of other 
schools of Philosophy. Simklwm Vhisheshiku* Jama, Bauddha, etc. 
are rejected. In the third chapter known as Sadhanadhyaya, Vairagya, 
Bhakti. and Upasami are explained. In the fourth chapter known as 
Plialadhyaya* Utkranii, Marga and Blioga arc explained* 

The Sutras are very brief. I lenee it is difficult to comprehend the 
import of the Sutras. The three Bhashyakaras. Shankara. Ramanuja 
and Madhva have explained ihc import ol Sutras in layout of thcli te- 
spcctive doctrines. In this book* Si in Raghaveildra Katti has made an 
objective study of the Sutras in Chapters 1 and 11 . following the plan 
of Sri Madhvacaharya. I le gives the details of the plan of samanvaya 
in the first chapter and the refutation of the doctrines ol the other 
schools in the second. 

Shri Raghavcndni Katti summarizing these topics presents his 
conclusion. He has made use ol Pan ini Sutras and Jaimim Sutras to 
fix the import of I hah mast mas. In l he introduction* he has pointed 
out that Dr. V S. Cihate's analysis of Urahmasulras is quite inadequate 
as he disposes oil live Bhashyakanis views in two or three sentences 
on each Sutra. 


The present author presents a detailed study of each Sutra. This 
enables research scholars and students to comprehend the import of 
Sutras accurately. 

I hereby record my appreciation of his scholarly work which is 
very useful for research students and scholars. 
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